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EARLY 


YBC 8053 


rev. 


YBC 7109 


rev. 


2 
3. 
4 
5 


15. 


16. 
17. 


18. 


OLD 


. da A-ri-ba-nu-um 


. Sam.til.la.bi.se 

. 4 gin kt. babbar in.na|.lal] 
ki Ku-ku-nu-um 

. dumu Zi-x-ki-ia 

Si-ma-at-Ku-bi 

. sal(?).me “Nanna 

. dumu(?).sal La-li-ia 

. | 

. giS.gan.na ib.ta[.bal] 

3. “mu lugal.bi in.pad ! 

14. 


BABYLONIAN TABLETS FROM HARMAL 


AND ELSEWHERE (Continued) 


STEPHEN D. SIMMONS 


University of Texas 
Austin, Texas, U.S.A. 


No. 111 
1 SAR igi." 


uw da He-el-he-lum 


igi [b-ni-“Sin 
ligi] "Ku-ku -nu-um 


[....] rime ra ru 

ligi A-"ri-ba '-[nu-wm| lo.e. 
igi A-zi'[..... | 

(about 4 lines destroyed) rev. 


[legible seal. 


2 
3. 
4 
5 


1 SAR é 


tis.sa.du Lu-ma-nu-um 


sag.bi A-ri-ba-nu-um 


3 gin’ kf.babbar in.na.lal 
. ki Aq-qa-ta-nu-um 

7. dumu F-er-ha-kum 


Line 11. 
Line 13. 
Line 21. 


BC 5887 


Seal: Aq-‘qda-ta-nu-um 

dumu F-er|-ha-kum| 

See No. 100:10. 

See No. 103: 10. 

See Introduction, Date Formula (ss). 


No. 113 


1. ma-la ma-siti-t 
2. da Su-ka-lum 
3. da 
4. da “Nanna.ma.an|.sum| 
5. sa Warad-‘Sin 
6. "Ku-ru-lum 
7. Ar-wi-um 
8. Sa “bi '-ri-ti-Su-nu 
9. mu lugal.a.bi 
10. in.pad 
|¢Nin.x 
|x ri x 
13. igi 
14. igi "x -Er-ra 
15. igi Bu-st-ia 
16. igi Su-ka-lum 
17. igi [-li-tu-x-x 
18. igi Sd-li-ca 
19. "mu! ki.bal.bar.rti*' 
20. ba.dab 
Seal: Su-ka-lum 
dumu Qd-qd|-da-nu-um| 


‘A house, as much as there is (of it); neighbor: 


8. 4Sul-pa-e-en-nam Sukalum; neighbor: [piq-IStar; neighbor: Nanna- 
9, in.di./Sam, mansum; belonging to Warad-Sin. Kurullum 
10. gi§.gan.na and Arwium (own it) jointly. He has sworn 
11. ib.ta.bal by the life of the king.... Before [....]Nin...; 
12. uy. before [....|ri...; before Ma[nnjum-ki-Sin; be- 
13. nu.mu.un.gi.gi.dam fore ...Erra; before Bisija; before Sukalum; 
14. mu lugal.a.bi before Ili-tu...; before Salija. Year when 
15. in.pad.de.es Kibalbarru was taken.’ 
16. igi Nu-pa-nu-um Lines 19, 20. See Introduction, Date For- 
17. igi Ha-i-ka-tum ama.a.ni mula (ss). 
18. igi Hu-na-bu-wm 
19. igi A-pil-4Sa-ha-an YBC 8273 No. 114 
20. “igi! E-nu-nu-um 1.1... 
21. mu ki.bal.bar.ri* ] 


49 


e 
lo.e. 
|__| 
No. 112 
lo.e. 
ue. 
: : 
1 
7 


Line 10. 


19. 
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] 
. SAm.til."Ta ‘ni.se 


2 gin igi.4.g4l ki.babbar 


. ki Sa-am-ha-nu-um 


u Si-na-nu-um 


. "En-nam-tAdad 
. in.Si.d4m giS.gan.na 


. ib.ta.bal 

uy-ktir[.Sé mu] lugal.a.bi 
| 
igi La[...... | 


. igi Al... |ru-wm 
. igi Wa-ra-ia 


igi T'a-ta-nu-um 


. igi H-te-lum 
mu ki.bal[.bar.ru*' 


ba|.dab| 


Illegible seal. 


Lines 
mula (ss). 


YBC 6679 


lo.e. 


rev. 


1. 
2 
4. 
5 


6. 


26. 


See No. 100: 10. 


18, 19. See Introduction, Date 


No. 115 


1 SAR é.dt.a 


. giS.X.X.X giS.xX.X.x 


giS.I.SU.DAxxxxx 
u da gan “Nin.x 


. S4m.til.la.ni.sé 


2. ma.na 5 gin kti|.babbar| 


In.na.an.lal 


ki Ku-ru-lu-“um 


dumu 
. 'Warad-4Sin {in.si.sam| 
. giS.gan.na ib[.ta.bal] 

2. uy.kuir.sé | 

nu.'mu.un ||.gi.gi.dam} 


mu lugal.bi in|.pad] 

igi [b-ni-4Str “dumu ||. ... . 
Tigi’ Su-ka-"lum" 

ligi] "Ar '-wi-wm 

[dumu.}mes Qd-qd-da-"nu-um 
jigi] "7b '-ni-4Sin ‘ad.kid" 
ligi] "Nu 

"dumu | Q4-7s-4Na-na-a 

ligi] "Su7-mu-a-bu dub.sar 
[warah| ‘Su 

{mu gis.]}gu.za 4Nin.gal 
[Su-|"mu '-e-mu-ut-ba-lum 
‘mu '.na.an.dim 


Illegible seal. 


For- 


Lines 


YBC 5689 


lo.e. 
rev. 


Line 4. 
tilan with which he began to write 
Lines 21, 22. 


16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 
22. 


24-26. 
mula (tt). 


No. 116 


a.|Sa 


. ts.sa.du Awil-4.. .| 


tis \sa.du Bu-si-ia" 


. $4m [til an} tila ni se 


18 gin kt. babbar 
in.na.an.lal 

ki [li-mu-di-in 

T-li-ba-ni dumu.ni 
"Warad-4Sin 
| 


. giS.gan.na [ib.ta.bal]| 


uy. kur.sé 
! 
mu lugal.bi 

igi Su-ka-lum SeS.a.ni 

igi Su-ka-li-ia 

igi An-na-ilum 

igi “Sul-pa <-e >-en-nam 
igi Ta-ri-ib-Nu-nu dub.sar 
warah dug.kt x 

mu tis.sa ur."mah 
min.a.bi [ ? | 


Seal: [li-mu-di-in 


dumu Nu-tr-E-a 
Seribe failed to erase the 


mula (uu). 


Y BC 6200 


lo.e. 
rev. 


No. 117 


gin ki.babbar 
"s4m | Se! 

nig.ga “/labrat 

ki Warad-4Sin 
"Ku-ru-lum 


. Su.ba.an.ti 


i-na mas.kan 


. Se 1.Ag.e 
. igi Na-bi-4Sin 
. dumu Qé-is-Na-na-ia 


igi L-ri-ba-am 
igi “St%-a-bu-wm 


. dumu /D-Er-ra 
. mu bad SAG.TA.x 


15. 


mu.na.du!! 


Illegible seal. 


See Introduction, Date For- 


two signs 
ti.la.ni.se. 
See Introduction, Date For- 


4 
7 1. 
8 
10 
5 
12 6. 
13 7. 
14 8. 
10. 
7 
13. 
14. 
45. ‘ 
|_| 
| 
| 15. 
16. 
17. 
18. 7. 
19. 8 
20. 
22. ll. 
25. M4 | 
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‘449 shekels of silver for a purchase of barley, 
the property of Ilabrat. Kurullum took (it) 
from Warad-Sin. At threshing-time he will 
measure out the barley. Before Nabi-Sin; 
before Qis-Nanaja; before Eribam; before Sin- 
abum, son of Iddin-Erra. Year when he built 
for him (her?) the wall of SAG.TA.x.’ 

Cp. SLB I(2) 22, a text of similar nature; 
see also No. 95 of our collection. 

Line 7. The term of the loan is usually ex- 
pressed as ina maskanim in texts from the Diyala 
region; see Introduction, JCS 13 87. 

Line 8. Note that this silver loan is to be 
paid back in barley. 

Line 13. Case has /-din-Er-ra. 

Line 15. Case has mu.un.dil.a. 

Lines 14, 15. See Introduction, Date For- 
mula (vv). 

(2). Tablets dated to the reigns of Manana 
and Abdi-arah and related to the tablets published 
by Lutz, Kis. 

NBC 6775 No. 118 
1. [...] gan ti-ri 
2. da U-ba-zi-im 
3. sag.bi Pu-ut-ra-AN 
4. S4m.til.la.ni.sé 
5. ma.na kt in.na.lal 
6. ki M7i-il-ki-ia 
7. dumu La-a-a 
8. “Sin-nt-ia 
9. I[-bi-4Sin 
10. [lum-ma in.si.sam 
11. giS.gan.na fb.ta.bal 
13. nu.mu.un.giy.giy.dam 
rev. 14. mu Nanna ui Ma-na-na-a 
15. in.pad 
16. igi Aq-ba-hu-um 
17. igi A-lé-la~-ma dumu U-ba-zu-um 
18. igi Ha-li-ra 
19. igi A-bu-wm-ha-lum 
20. igi Ja-qi-ub-él 
21. igi [8-me-4Sin 
22. igi Pa-al-hu-um 
23. Ur.“Inanna 
24. warah 2iz.2 
25. [mu] tis.sa Ma-na-na-a 
we. 26. [giS.]gu.za in.dab 
Seal: [M7-al-ki-ia] 
dumu La-a-a 


Line 1. See Lutz, Kis, No. 7:1 (which belongs 
to the archive of Ilumma): / (eS@) gan 
ti-ri|..]. Ti-ri is probably a place name; cp. 
Lutz, Kis, No. 2:1: 1 (e8@) 3 (gan) 6-7-ti-r7. 

Line 14. See JCS 14 p. 79. 

Lines 25, 26. See Introduction, Date For- 
mula (ww). 


NBC 6820 No. 119 


1. 10 gan asa 
2. ID Ri-is-4Adad 
3. ID Ili-bé-li 
4. sag Ri-is-4Adad 
5. S4m.til.la.ni.se 
6. 7 ma.na kt.babbar 
7. in.na.lal 
8. ki Ku-ku-nu-uwm 
9. A-hu-t-ia 
10. dumu" Ma-ni-bu-um 
» IL. 
12. in.si.in.sam 
13. giS.gan.na ib.ti.bal 
lo.e. 14. uy. kr 
15. nu.mu.un.giy.gi.de 
rev. 16. mu lugal!.bi in.pad 
17. igi Da-di-is;-me-el 
18. igi “Stm-re-me-ni 
19. dumu Wardum-ba-nu-i 
20. igi Pa-al-hu-t-a 
21. dumu Tu-tu-gu-um 
22. igi A-li-la-ma 
23. igi Sa-am-sa-nu-um 
24. igi Za-ba-tum 
25. dumu Qiu-ru-zu 
26. igi Awil-¢Adad dub.sar 
27. warah kin.“Inanna 
28. mu Ab-di-a-ra-ah 
29. '.gu.za in.dab 

Lines 2, 3. Clearly ID instead of the usual 
DA; ID = 4 = i-du, ‘side’, MSL V p. 69, line 
238; see also below No. 120:2, 3. 

Line 10. Cp. also No. 120:13 and Lutz, 
Kis, Nos. 4:15; 6:15, 28, case 9, 22. Lutz, 
probably correctly, takes ni as a phonetic com- 
plement and reads mdrdni; if so, the construct 
state, before nouns, of plurals in -dnu/i retains 
the vowel (see W. von Soden, GAG, p. 84, sec. 
64, 4; for the meaning of -dnu, which stresses 
the individuality of the units making up the 
plurality, see A. Goetze, Language X XIT 121ff.); 
dumu.ni.mes may also be read mdrisu; this seems 


{ 
a 
8 
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to be the case in Thureau-Dangin, Kis, No. 1:11. 

Line 13. See also Lutz, Kis, No. 1:25; 6:18; 
on the change from ta to ti see A. Poebel, GSG, 
p. 202, sec. 510; A. Falkenstein, GSGL, p. 215, 
sec. 70, 6a, 2. 

Line 14. Note the omission of -S@ in uy.ktr.se; 
ux is the sign GISGAL; see R. Harris, Khafajah, 
No. 57:9, note. 

Line 15. Note the spelling gi,.gi; see No. 
120: 18. 

Lines 22, 23. Case adds after these two names: 
dumu" U-ba-zu-um. 

Lines 28, 29. See Introduction, Date For- 
mula (xx). 

Seal several times repeated both on case and tab- 
let: 
Ku-ku-nu-um 
u A-hu-t-ia 
dumu" Ma-ni-bu-um 
No. 120 
(bdr) / 3 (SAR) gan a.sa 
ID /li-bé-li 
ID Aq-ba-hu-um 
sag A-ga-mu-"um | 
. Sdm.til.la.ni.se 
144 ma.na ki.babbar 
7. in.na.lal 
8. ki Mi-el-ki-ia 
9. ki “Sin-ni-ia 
10. ki 
11. ki [-bi-4Sim 
12. Ja-bu-hu-um 
13. dumu"'.mes Pa-ra-ti-ia 
14. "Ilum-ma 
15. in.Si.in.sa4m 
we. 16. giS.gan.na ib.ti.bal 
17. 
18. nu.mu.un.giy.gi.dé 
rev. 19. mu lugal.bi in.pad 
20. igi Da-di-is;-me-el ra-bi-nu-um 
21. igi Ag-ba-hu-um 
22. dumu Gu-ru-um 
23. igi B-a-ra-bi 
24. dumu E£-a-il-ka 
25. igi “(Nanna.ma.an.sum 
26. dumu E-a-na-se-er 
27. igi Sdm-bu-sa 
28. dumu /t-ta-na-ah 
29. igi E-re-su-um 
30. dumu Er-ra-Sa-du-ni 


NBC 68 


to 


~ 


SL. igi 4St-re-me-ni 
32. dumu Wara(d)-zu-nu 
33. igi Awil-?Adad dub.sar 
u.e. 34. warah kin.“Inanna 
35. mu Ab-di-a-ra-ah 
36. giS.gu.za in.dab 
Seal, both on case and tablet: 
Mi-el-ki-ia 
4Stn-ni-ia 
[-la-ia 
[-bi-4Sin 
dumu" Pa-ra-ti-da 

Lines 2,3. See No. 119:2, 3. 

Line 4. Case has sag.bi. 

Line 13. Case omits nz: see No. 119:10, note. 

Line 17. See No. 119: 14, note. 

Line 18. Case has nu.mu.un.gi.gi.de. 

Line 27. First sign clearly S4m; Lutz, Wis, 
Nos. 1:38; 3:25; 6:31, case 25 read Ip-pu-sa 
(actually [p-pu-sa, according to his autograph). 

Lines 35, 36. See Introduction, Date For- 
mula (xx). 

Tablet belonging to the archive of 
Sumsunu-watar. 


YBC 11013 No. 121 


1. 37 SAR gis. kiris 

2. da gis.kirig 

3. Ku-da-nu-um 

4. [li-\im-ti li-te-er 

5. [a-na Sum-|Su-nu-wa-tir-ma 

6. 

7. 1023 “gin! kt.babbar 

8. in-na.‘an |.lal] 

9. ki Ha-si-“kum" 

10. Sum-su-nu-wa-tir 
lo.e. U1. in.si.sam 

12. giS.gan.na ib.ta.bal 
rev. 13. mu lugal.bi 

14. in.pad.dé.es 

15. igi Ku-da-nu-wm 

16. igi A-li-a-hu-ni 

17. igi A-la-lum 

18. igi Su-mu|-ni|-hi'-im 

19. igi 

20. igi (Nanna.bad.gal 

21. ‘warah’ ne.ne.gar 

22. mu Ka-zal-lu*' 

23. ba.an.dab 


> 
we 
| 
| 
| | 
‘ 
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Seal, several times repeated: 
Ha-si-kum 
dumu Ha-lu-wm 
Lines 4, 5. See JCS 13 p. 89 and No. 126:19. 
Lines 22, 23. See Introduction, Date For- 
mula (yy). 
G. Miscellaneous. 


YBC 6218 No. 122 
1. 1 SAR é bur.bal 
2. da 6 Na-mu-ra-zu 
3. sag.bi A-wi-il-i-li 
4. SAm.til.la.ni.se 
5. gin kt.babbar in.na.an.lal 
6. ki /8-me-“Da-gan 
7. wu 4Stn-e-ri-ba-am 
8. dumu.mes Ur.“Ba.ti 
9. in.Si.saim 
10. giS.gan.na ib.ta.bal 
lo.e. 11. uy-ktir.sé 
12. nu.mu.un.gi,.giy.dam 
rev. 13. mu “Marduk Su-mu-la-él 
14. mu “Nanna uw Ma-ni-um 
15. in.pad.dé.es 
16. igi dumu At- 
17. ta-ma-nu-um 
18. igi /-bi-“Tlabrat 
19. dumu Piazur-“A.MAL 
20. igi “Stn-i-gi-Sa-am 
21. dumu Ur.“Nin.urta 
22. igi “Stn-i-qi-Sa-am 
23. dumu Da-da-a 
24. igi “S7-na-we-er dub.sar 
u.e. 25. warah ne.ne.gar 
26. mu e.igi.bur.sag.ga 
Seal, several times repeated : 
1 s-me-“|Da-gan| 
4Stn-e-ri-ba 
dumu.mes Ur.“Ba.ti 
Line 1. On é bur.bal see J. E. Gautier, Dilbat, 
p. 89, who suggests that this term means a house 
with a well; see JCS 14 p. 118 and fn. 138. 
Line 11. On the sign wz see No. 119:14, note. 
Line 26. See Introduction, Date Formula (zz). 


YBC 12182 No. 125 


1 asa x x! 


2. Hu-Sa-|nu-um 

3. 4Sin-ra-bi | 

4. tis|.sa.du.. . |x 2t-ha-tim 

5. "Gi-x-nim' A-x-x 


6. ki Hu-"Sa-nu-uwm" 
7. dumu x{[.. . jim 


8. 4Sin-ra-bi dumu Nu... .} 


10. in.Si.Sam, 
11. S4m.ti.la.ni.se 
rev. 12. 1628 gin kt.babbar 
13. in.na.lal 
14. giS.gan.na fb.ta.bal 
15. uy.kur 
160 nu.mu.un.giy.giy.dam 
17. mu 4Sin & 
18. mu ¢Za-bay-ba, 
19. Ja-wu-ti-im 
20. in.pad.dé.es 
21. igi x-x-x-tak-la-ku 
22. dumu A-mur-i-lu-zu 
23. igi Pi-tr-ti-va 
24. dumu Warad-AN-x-x 
25. igi H-x-“Za-bay-ba, 
26. dumu Warad-4Sin 
we. 27. igi x-ti-ru-um 
28. dumu /a-x-ni-im 
29. warah Sunumun.a igi 4Str-ma-lil 
30. mu tis.sa tis.sa “Sen ‘.tab.ba 
31. mu.un.dd 
Seal: 
“4Stn-ra-bi 
Tdumu Nu"... .] 
Line 15. See No. 119:14, note, on the sign wu, 
Lines 30, 31. See Introduction, Date Formula 
(aaa). 


YBC 5346 No. 124 
1. é giS.Sub.ba Nig.ga.“Ba.ti 


2. a-na gal.la 

3. Sdm.til.la.bi.se 

4. 12! gin kt. babbar 

5. in.na.an.lal 

6. ki Nig.ga.“Ba.v 

7. dumu U-la-a-ma-si-ta 

8. [b-ni-4Sin dumu Se-el-ha 


9. in.Si.in.Sam, 
10. giS.gan.na ib.ta.bal 
11. uy.kdr.sé Nig.ga.“Ba.t 
12. é.mu nu.ub.bi.a 
13. mu lugal.bi in.pad 
rev. 14. igi Su-mi-a-hi-ia 
15. dumu Awil-‘Nanse 
16. igi Ma-ah-li-lum dumu A-gi-gu-uwm 
17. igi [’-me-4Str dumu Ma-ri-du-nu-um 


| 
| 
| : 
7 
? 
4 
t. 
' 
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18. igi [d-ni-in-4Sin 
19. dumu 4Sin-ellati 
20. igi Na-ap-li-is-AN 
21. dumu Sd-li-ia 
22. igi A-hu-nu-um dumu Awil-E-a 
23. igi La-ba-a-a nin Im-ta-si-am 
24. igi Na-b-i-li-Su dub.sar 
25. warah bara.zag.gar 
26. mu Na-qi-mu-um 
27. 'x'UM é.an.na ba.da 
Seal, several times repeated : 
Nig.ga.“Ba.wi 
dumu U-la{-a-ma-si| 

Line 1. giSSub.ba = share, MSL 
V, p. 10, line 21, following hala = 
inheritance share. 

Line 7. Note the use of the Sumerian suffix 
-ta after the name. Ki...... ta is the original 
construction; -ta, however, is usually not ex- 
pressed in Old Babylonian contracts. 

Line 10. See No. 100:10, note. 

Lines 12, 18. See JCS 14 p. 119. 

Lines 26, 27. See Introduction, 
mula (bbb). 


is-qu = 
zittum = 


Date For- 


YBC 8016 No. 125 
1. |...Jx gin [gin } ki. babbar 
2. [mas] nu.tuku 
3. [ki] Bu-st-ia 
4. Ha-li-um 
5. ‘dumu ! F-ta-ru-um 
"Su ba.an.ti 
[...]x "x" 
rev. 8. [kt ilal.le 
9. Bu-st-ia 
10. dumu Hu-bu-di-a 
11. igi 
12. dumu Awil-‘Nanse 
13. “igi! Ja-sti-nu-um 
14. igi Za-la-ni dub.sar 
15. warah ab. 
we. 16. mu Na-qgi-mu-uwm 
17. ‘ki ba.giy.a 
Illegible traces of seal. 
iLine 2. See JCS 13 p. 85, fn. 57. 
Lines 16, 17. See Introduction, Date Formula 
(cece). 


se 


YBC 4195 


1. 20 gan giSimmar [gub.ba] 
2. da Fr-ra-"ba-ni' 


No. 126 


3. u “da! Ili-ba-ni 

4. gti id Si-ma-at-4Sin 
5. 4 ma.na ki.babbar 
6. Sam."til.la 

7. in.na.lal 

8. ki ‘Nanna-napisti 
9. "Li 
10. & 4Nanna."x! 

11. Er-ra-ba-ni 

12. in.Si.Sam x 

13. uy.kiir.sé a.Sa.mu 
14. nu.ub.bi."ia' 

15. mu “Lugal.'mar.da 
16. mu “Nu.mus.da 

17. w Su-mu-di-ta-an 
18. in.pad.dé.es 

19. li-ti-ir li-im-ti 

20. a-na Er-ra-ba-ni-ma 
21. Swm-ma wa-aq-ra-am 


rev. 


22. a.Sa 
23. “Nanna-napisti 
24. a-hu-Su i-pa-lu 
25. igi U-bar-ru-um dumu A-bu-wm-ma 
26. igi A-na-“Stn-tak-la-ku simug 
27. igi J-li-ia dumu Be-li-li 
28. igi /li-ba-ni bur.gul 
ue. 29. “igi? Nu-tir-E-a dumu Hu-ba-stim 
30. igi Ur.4Nin.siy.an.na dub.sar 
lee. 31. warah ‘Se "|.kin|.kud 
32. mu tis.sa é 4Nin.i.si.in*' ba.dd 
Seal: 
4Nanna-napisti 
Lii.dingir.ra.kam 
dumu(?) x x x x 
‘A field of 20 iku [planted with] date-palms; 


neighbor: Erra-bani neighbor:  I[li-bani; 
beside the canal Simat-Sin. He has weighed 


out to him 4 minas of silver as its! full price. 
Erra-bani bought (it) from  Nanna-napisti, 
Ludingirakam and Nanna.... They swore by 
the life of Lugal-Marda, Numusda and Sumu- 
ditn never to say ‘(It is) my field.’ Be it more, 
be it less, it goes to the account of Erra-bani. 
If the field acquires a claim, Nanna-napisti and 
his brothers will pay. Before Ubar(r)um, son 
of Abumma; before Ana-Sin-taklaku, the smith; 
before Iliia, son of Bél-ili; before Ili-bani, the 
seal-cutter; before Nir-Ea, son of Hubasum; 
before Ur-Ninsianna, the scribe. Month of 
Se.kin.kud. 
was built.’ 


Year after the temple of Nin-Isin 


f 
| 
’ 
| 
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Line 1. Cp. Nos. 127:2; 128:1. 

Line 14. Note spelling of nu.ub.bi.a; see 
JCS 14, p. 119. 

Lines 19, 20. See JCS 13 p. 89 and No. 121:4. 

Line 21. wagram for bagram; see W. von 
Soden, GAG, p. 28, sec. 75, 5. 

Lines 21-24, Cp. No. 128:20, 21. 

Line 32. See Introduction, Date Formula 
(ddd). 

YBC 8264 No. 127 
1. [....] gan giS.kirig x[.. 
2. [gis.|giSimmar gub.ba 
3. ‘gti! id Me.“En. 
4. “da? Puizur-BU.SA.AN 
5. da En-um-E-a 
6. ki L-pt-iq-I star 
7. [li-ba-nt in.8i.sam 
8. 2 ma.na kt.babbar 
9. SAm.til.la.bi.se 
10. in.na.lal 
12. mu “Lugal[.maér.da| 
13. Su-mu-di-ta-"an 
14. 
15. igi 
16. igi x[..... |x a 
Ix 
18. igi A-"ha -mar-si 
19. igi “St-re-me-ni dub.sar 
20. warah ‘gan 
21. mu PA x{...] 
22. guSkin kt{.babbar.. . | 
23. 6¢Nu[.mus.da..... 
ue. 24. mu."na "|.dim] 
Seal, several times repeated: 
-pi-iq-1 Star 
dumu [..... } 

Line 2. Cp. a.i. 4 III 22: gis.kirig gis.gub.ba.ta 
= kira a-na za-qa-BI ‘to plant an orchard’; 
gis.kirig gisS.giSimmar.gub.ba = orchard 
planted with date-palms; see No. 128: 1. 

Lines 21-24. See Introduction, Date Formula 
(eee). This tablet is related to Genouillac, 
Kich, II D 6. 


YBC 4212 No. 128 
. 26 SAR gis. kirig giS.giSimmar.gub.ba 


[-li-i-di(n)-na-am 
. ma-la i-ba-su-t 


..da Na-bi-4Sin 


5. u da Ka-sa-nu-um 
6. sag.bi id 
7. ki I-lt-i-di(n)-na-am 
8. 4Stn-li-di-is 
9. in.si.Sam, 
10. SAm.til.la.bi.se 
11. 13 gin kd.babbar in.na.lal 
rev. 12. uy.ktir.sé inim nu.gé.gd.a 
13. mu “Lugal.mar.da 
14. & Su-mu-nu-um-hi-im 
15. in. pad 
16. igi La-la-ti-ia dam.gar 
17. igi Ka-sa-nu-um SeS.a.ni 
18. igi Hu-za-lum dumu Nu-tr-/Star 
19. igi Ar-wi-um dub.sar 
20. ba-agq-ri gis. kirig 
21. [-li-i-di(n)-nam i-ta-na-pa-al 
22. warah ziz.a 
23. mu ba.an.dus.dus kt. babbar 
24. 6 4Nu.mus.da 
we. 25. mu.na.dim 
Seal, several times repeated: 
T-li-i-di(n)-nam 
dumu x-x-nu-um 
‘26 SAR of orchard planted with date-palms, the 
inheritance-share of Ili-iddinam, as much as 
there is; neighbor: Nabi-Sin; neighbor: 
Kasainum; its frontage: the canal Me-Enlila. 
Sin-liddiS bought (it) from Ili-iddinam. As its 
full price he has weighed out to him 13 shekels of 
silver. He has sworn by the life of Lugal-Marda 
and Sumu-numhim never to sue. Before Lalatiia, 
the merchant; before Kasainum, brother; 
before Huzalum, son of Nir-IStar; before Arwium 
the scribe. Tli-iddinam will pay for claims on 
the orchard. Month of ziz.a. Year when he 
fashioned the silver pail for the temple of Nu- 
musda.’ 
Line 2. ha.la = 27-it-tum, ‘inheritance-share’, 
MSL.V, p. 10, line 20; ep. No. 124:1, note. 
Line 20. Cp. No. 126:21-24 and see JCS 
13 p. 91. 
Lines 23-25. See Introduction, Date Formula 
(fff). 
YBC 7678 No. 129 
1. 2SAR é ki.gal.la 
2. da é A-bi-labum 
3. w da Su-Ma-ma 
4. sag.bi TAR 
5. [Sam.|til.la.ni.se 


| 
| 
| 
| 
’ 
| 
——— 
rr 
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rev. 


Line 1. 
Line 13. 


19. 
20. 


21. 
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|x ma.Jna ki.babbar 
{in.|na.lal 


ki 

. A-pa-a-a 

. in.si."S4m" 

. uy.ktir.sé inim nu.ga.ga 


mu “Lugal.mar.da 
A-lum-ln-vi-mul. . . | 


. in.pad 


igi “St-i-di(n)-na-as dumu [-din-4Sin 

igi Zi-mu-E-a dumu “Samas-tu-kiil-ti 

igi “Stn-re-me-ni simug 

igi A-ta-na-ah-i-li dumu A -bu-wm-ta- 
bu-um 

igi ‘A-ta-ni' dub.sar 

warah Se.kin.kud 

mu A TAD SU AN[..] BA[..j 


Seal, several times repeated: 


]-lé-am-ra-ni 
dumu U-ba-a-a 
See JCS 14 118. 


A-lum-bi-vi-mu or in the latter case, 
the name of another god should occur in the 
broken part. 


Line 21. 


Y BC 6220 


rev. 


4. 


) 


é. 


18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 


See Introduction, Date Formula (ggg). 


No. 130 
3 é ki.gal.la gis. kirig 


. da Dan-a-li 


Er-ra-ba-ni 
10 gin kii.babbar 


. SAm.til.la.ni.sé 


in.na.lal 

ki /-ba-sa-x 

Ur®-Ba-i 

in.si.sam 

uy 

[nu.mu.un. |giy.giy.dam 

Su-|"mu 1-a-ta-ar 

jin. |pad.dé.es 

|... dumu E-a-ta-Su 

"igi B-a-x-a-an 

igi “Nanna-asaréd dumu_ A -bu-um-ta- 
bu-wm 

igi “Nin-urta-we-da 

dub.sar 

warah Su.numun.a 

mu urudu gti.ne gu.la 

4Nu.mus.da mu.na.dim 


Illegible seal. 


It is not certain whether the name is 


Line 1. See JCS 14 p. 118. 

Line 14. ertS written apin. 

Line 16. asaréd written gii.gal. 

Lines 20, 21. See Introduction, Date Formula 
(iii). 


YBC 10884 No. 131 


mu.ni 
2. ki Nu-ri-ia dumu 4Sitn-ib-ni 
3. dumu A-nu-GIG 
4. a"|-na ma-|ru-ti-im 
5. “Su “ti 
6. x|...| su-ba-ta-am 
7. Nu-‘ri-ia’ ti-la-bi-is 
8. us|... .Sum(?)-|ma 
9. [star-"mi 
10. a-mu-ti-im 
11. la i-di-in 
rev. 12. 23 ma.na kt.babbar 
13. Ta-ar-ma dumu A-nu-GIG 
14. uy.ktir.sé i.lal.e 
5. mu lugal.bi in.pad 
16. igi T-lt-an-dul-li 
17. igi Ja-da-nu-um 
18. igi A-wa-at-i-li 
19. igi star 
20. igi 
21. igi 4Sin-e-mu-qi 
22. igi “Stn-r7-1s 
23. warah abe 
we. 24. mu ur.mah min.a!.bi 
25. 6“Nanna ba.di 
Seal, several times repeated: 
Nu-ri-ta 
dumu 4Sin-ib-ni 
‘TStar-milki by name. Tarma, son of Anu-GIG 
adopted her from Niriia, son of Sin-ibni. Ndariia 
clothed (her) with [...] clothing. ..[....i]f he 
does not give IStar-milki in marriage, Tarma, 
son of Anu-GIG has sworn by the life of the king 
that in the future he will pay 23 mina of silver. 
Before Ili-andulli; before ladinum; before Awat- 
ili; before Ipiq-IStar; before Ili-iarah; before 
Sin-emiiqi; before Sin-ris. Month of  ab.e. 
Year when the twin(?) lion(s) were fashioned 
(for) the temple of Nanna.’ 
Line 10. For ana mutim ?; for the phrase ana 


mutim naddnum ‘to give (a woman) to a man 
(in marriage)’, see Schorr, p. 540 (e). 

Lines 24, 25. 


See Introduction, Date Formula 


= 
6. 
a 
8 
9 
10 
1] 
12. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
: 18. 
| 
| 
{ 
| 
| 
= 
8. 
9. 
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11. 
12. 
i 13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
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YBC 6002 


No. 132 


1. 1 gin igi.6.g4l 6 SE ka.babbar 
2. hu-bu-ta-tum 

3. ki [-bi-ali 

4. "Warad-4Sin dumu “Sin-x-x 
5. Su.ba.an.ti 

6. uy.burs.se 

7. kt ilale 

8. igi Ri-is-Lu-lu 

9. igi Su-pa-bu-um 

10. dumu Ba-la-gu-um 

LL. igi Nu-dr-Ku-bi 

12. igi H-te-lum 

13. igi Ptizur-4Samas dub.sar 
14. warah ziz.a mu tis.sa 

15. Ja-am-si-él lugal 
Seal: 


rev. 


Warad-4Sin 
dumu 4Sin-x-x 
‘1 4¢ shekels, 6 grains of silver, a hubuttatum loan. 
Warad-Sin, son of Sin....took (it) from Ibbt-ili. 
At harvest time he will weigh out the silver. 
Before Ris-Lulu; before Supabum, son of Bala- 
gum; before Nir-Kibi; before Etellum; before 
Puzur-Samag, the scribe. Month of ziz.a. Year 
after Lamsi-el (became) king.’ 
Line 2. See JCS 13 p. 85 
Line 15. See Introduction, Date Formula 
(hhh). 


YBC 6180 No. 133 


1. 256 gin 10 SE ka.babbar 
2. ki A-ki-ia 

3. |. .|na-ISstar 

4. 

5. uy.burs.8é ki.lam'x '(?) 

6. 'x’DU DIM 


7. ag.e 
rev. igi Ha-st-Sum 


9. igi “Str-en-nam dumu AKa-x-x-x 
10. igi 

Bé-li-ia 

12. “warah' Se.kin.kud 

13. mu Dil.bat*' in.“dab! 

Illegible seal. 


Line 5. kilam = mahiru = rate of exchange, 


MSL V, p. 61, line 129. 
Line 13. See Introduction, Date Formula 
(kkk). 


YBC 7151 (case) No. 134 


1. ga-ta-at A-pil-|a-hi] 
2. "Ri-is-ilt 
3. Su.ba.an.ti 
4. ba-ag-ri 6 
5. "A-ha-ti-wa-aq-ra-at 
6. Sa-at-4Za-bay-ba, 
7. t-ta-na-pa-lu 
8. mu lugal Su-mu-la-El 
lo.e. 9. in.pad 
rev. 10. igi A-hu-nu-wm 
11. dumu Nu-tir-E-a 
12. igi IS-SI-UM-GAR-Su 
13. dumu 
14. igi “Stn-i-di(n)-nam 
15. dumu Na-hi-lum 
16. igi Si-na-a-hu-ti-ia 
17. igi T-lé-ra-bi 
we. 18. warah sigy.a 
19. mu 6 “Za-ba,-ba; 
20. "Su-mu-la-El 
21. ba.dt 
Seal: 
Sa-at-"Za-bay-ba, 
A-ha-ti-wa-aq-ra-al 
‘Ris-ili received the pledge of Apill-abi]. Abati- 
waqrat and Sat-Zababa have sworn by the life 
of the king, Sumu-la-El, thet they will pay for 
claims against the house. Before Ahinum, son 
of Nar-Ea; before IS-SI-UM-GAR-Su, son of 
Ennam-Adad; before Sin-iddinam, son of Nahi- 
lum; before Sina-ahiia; before Ili-rabi. Month 
of sigs. Year when Sumu-la-El built the 
temple of Zababa.’ 

Only the obverse of the tablet can be read, 
since the case adheres to the reverse. The tablet 
reads as follows: 

1. qa-ta-at A-pil|-a-hi| 
Su.bal[.an.ti] 
. IG] LA AB 
"A-pil-a-hi 
Sa-at-4Za-bay-bas 
6. A-ha-ti-wa-aq-ra-al 
. i-na é.gal 

Line 1. Restoration of name from line 4 of 
tablet. For gatum in the sense of ‘pledge, secu- 
rity’ see Koschaker, Biirgschaftsrecht 15ff. 

Lines 19-21. See Introduction, Date Formula 


(Ill). 


4 
’ 
F 
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YBC 8507 


rev. 


. 1 gin igi.6.g4l 6 SE 
3. 4 SE 
4. dumu 4Sin-na|[.. . 


. ki /-bi-4Adad 


7. u;.burs.Sé ilal.e 


8. 
9. 
10. 
ll. 
12. 
13. 
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igi Bi-tum-mu-ba-lt-it 


igi Bu-la-lum 
igi “Stn-ri-1s 
warah ziz.a 
mu tis.sa 


é."hur lsag.ga 


Illegible seal. 


(To be concluded) 


~ 
\ 
? 
We. 
6. Su.ba.an.ti 
= 
; 


WEITERES ZUM R-STAMM DES AKKADISCHEN 


B. Kienast 


Deutsches Archiologisches Institut Baghdad, Iraq 


In Or NS 26 44-50 habe ich aus dem mir damals 


bekannten, diirftigen Material—im Wesent- 
lichen den Formen von uélella! — auf die Existenz 
eines im Akkadischen bis dahin unbekannten 


Verbalstammes mit Reduplikation geschlossen. 
Da mir ausser zwei kurzen Bemerkungen keine 
ausfiihrliche Stellungnahme zum Problem durch 
Fachkollegen bekannt geworden ist?, sel mir 
gestattet, selbst zu meinen Ausfiihrungen Einiges 
nachzutragen. Die Notwendigkeit zu diesem 
Schritt ergibt sich mir, da einmal iiber die Bil- 
dung des R-Stammes eine gewisse Unklarheit 
zu bestehen scheint; so spricht W. von Soden von 
R-Stiimmen ‘mit redupliziertem letzten Radi- 
kal.’’*. Die herrschende Unsicherheit wurde be- 
giinstigt durch den Umstand, dass der R-Stamm 
bisher nur von sogenannten “schwachen” Verben 
zu belegen war. Andererseits sind mir inzwischen 
weitere Formen bekannt geworden, die unsere 
Kenntnis der seltenen Bildung mit Reduplika- 
tion erweitern; begriissenswert ist, 
dass sich unter den neuen Belegen wenigstens 
einer von einem Verbum mit drei festen Radika- 
len findet. Der Vollstandigkeit halber 
hier auch die Belege mit angefiihrt, die inzwischen 
Kingang in die Worterbiicher gefunden haben. 

1) dandnum R: “gleichmiissig, sehr dick sein/ 
werden”. In dem aB Gebet um ein giinstiges 
Omen HMS 7494: 29 und 87 findet sich die Form 
li-da-na-an-ni-in. Die Stelle wurde in Um- 
schrift und Ubersetzung mitgeteilt von A. Goetze 


besonders 


seien 


1. Daneben standen mir nur die Partizipien mustab- 
babbum und muktassaSSum sowie das Dur.-Prs. tktanas- 
SakSu zu Gebote, die als Bildungen des RTN-Stammes 
erklirt wurden. 

2. S. A. Goetze, JCS 11 103 Anm. 77 und W. von Soden, 
AHw 8. V. Vgl. noch F. Rundgren, Or NS 28 364-369; 
dazu W. von Soden, BiOr 14 205a und B. Landsberger 
apud F. Rundgren, Intensiv und Aspektkorrelation 70 
Anm. 2 (S. 71). A. Goetze verdanke ich einen ersten, 
brieflichen Hinweis auf die im Text diskutierten Formen 
von dandnum. 

3. S. AHw S. V; vgl. aber W. von Soden ZA NF 16 
180: “Reduplizierung des 2. Radikals’’. Beachte, dass in 
CAD D 86b sub 4 der Artikel in Or NS nicht mehr ver- 
wertet werden konnte. 
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in JCS 11 103a, der dort (Anm. 78) auf den 

aihnlichen Text RA 38 85(= AO 7031) hinweist. 

Hier ist am Ende von Zeile 6 vielleicht gegen 

die Kopie li-‘da' '-[na-an-ni-in| 0.4. zu erginzen. 

Zur Bedeutung von dandnum R s. CAD D 86b 

sub 4a. Vgl. noch das Adj. dunnunu “sehr dick” 
(gesagt von K6rperteilen), wozu CAD D 186b 
sub le und AHw 159b sub 4. 
2) dandnum RT: a. “sich als starker, iiberlegen 
erweisen” (c. dat.); b. ‘‘miteinander die Kriifte 
messen”, “um die Vormacht kampfen”. Die 
Belege finden sich ausnahmslos in der Apodosis 
aB Omina. Zu a.: YOS 10 25: 21: nakirka 
ud-da-na-an-na-na-ku-um “dein Feind wird sich 
dir iiberlegen erweisen”; cf. YOS 10 42 iii 7?: 
ana nakrika tu-da-na-a\n-na|-na (in zerstértem 
Kontext). Die folgenden beiden Stellen bilden 
ein Oppositionspaar; das Duplikat hat statt RT 
den DT-Stamm: YOS 10 47: 74(var. ibid. 48: 
12): ana nakrika  tu-ud-da-na-an-na-an (var. 
tu-da-na-an); YOS 10 47: 75(var. ibid. 48: 13): 
nakirka vi-da-na-an-na- <na>-kum (var. "vi-da-na- 
na-ku'-[um])®. Zu b.: YOS 10 47: 80f. (var. 
ibid. 48: 18f.): 
Summa kaskasu imittam u sumélam kapis® 
atta u nakirka  tu-ud-da-na-an-na-na_ (var. 
tu-da-na-an-na-na) 
Summa kaskasu imittam u Sumélam naparqud® 
atta u nakirka ahu ina pani ahim udappar’ 
“Wenn das Brustbein (des Opferlammes) rechts 
und links nach vorn gebogen ist, werdet 
ihr, du und dein Feind, miteinander die 
Krafte messen ; 

wenn das Brustbein rechts und links nach hinten 


4. In der Protasis (Z. 5) heisst es: Summa ta{llu 
...].... dunnun ‘“‘wenn das Zwerchfell sehr dick ist’’. 

5. Die Hinzufiigung eines <na> ist wegen des zu 
fordernden Ventiv notwendig; vgl. die im Text zitierte 
Stelle YOS 10 25: 21. 

6. Zur Bedeutung von kapdsum und naparqudum in 
Omina s. A. Goetze, JCS 11 102f. 

7. Die Variante hat hier é-PA-DA-ir (gebrochene 
Schreibung), was entweder als Fehler fiir *%-da-pa-ir zu 
werten ist, oder upattar gedeutet werden muss: patarum 
D ist dann als Synonym von duppurum aufzufassen. Zur 
Bedeutung vgl. etwa palarum G “‘déserter’’ ARMT 15 243. 


+ 
| 
| 
| 
{ 
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gebogen ist, du und dein Feind, der eine 
wird sich vom anderen absetzen”’. 
Fir die Bedeutungsbestimmung von dandnu RT, 
in der ich mich eng an CAD D 86b sub 4b ansch- 
liesse, ist die Opposition zu duppuru “sich ab- 
setzen”’ besonders aufschlussreich®. 

3) haldlu STR (?): Einer Vermutung von B. 
Landsberger folgend ist vielleicht Ebeling, Wag- 
enpferde 9 (= VAT 10450): 12 (Kopie_ ibid. 
Tf. 1) zu lesen: 
lra-a|r®. Die Ergiinzung zu Beginn der Zeile 
scheint wegen der offenbaren Parallele zum 
folgenden Verbum ausser Zweifel. Auch die 
Lesung /al diirfte berechtigt sein, weil die Pfer- 
detexte sonst fiir /a das Zeichen LA verwenden. 
Dittographie ist freilich nicht ganz ausgeschlos- 
sen. Setzen wir die Richtigkeit des Textes 
voraus, so lage hier eine ST-Form des R-Stammes 
vor", Zur Bedeutung liasst sich nur viel 
sagen, dass es sich um ein Kausativ-Reflexiv 
eines verbum movendi handeln muss!!; die 
Parallelitét zum folgenden tusgarrar hilft leider 
nicht weiter, da auch dessen Bedeutung unsicher 
ist'®. Als Objekt fiir beide Verben ist 
Pferde”’ anzunehmen. 

4) San@’u R (?): Ebenfalls B. Landsberger 
verdanke ich die Stelle Kiichler, Beitraige Tf. 
11 (= K 7ib+) ili 65: Summa amélu diksu ina 
irtisu iltanappassima kima eperu i-sd- 
na-na-’-Su ina ge-|st-Su| tparru ‘“‘wenn ein stechen- 
der Schmerz immer wieder die Brust eines 
Menschen angreift, (wenn) ferner ein Brocken 
(im Halse) ihm wie bei einem Husten dauernd 
einen Hustenreiz verursacht, er beim Aufstossen 
Galle erbricht...”%. Das Verbum Sand’u ist 
nach Aussage von Malku IV 68 ein ungefihres 
Synonym von sa’dlu “husten’’™, zugehé- 

8. Zu duppurum s. CAD D 187 sub 1. 

9. Die Lesung tu-usip-ga-[ra-a|r verdanke ich E. Reiner. 

10. Eine solche Kombination hat nichts Befrem- 
dendes; vgl. die seltenen Stammformen GAG § 95 a-e. 

11. Wohl zu haldlu A gehodrig; ef. CAD H 33f. 

12. Vgl. gardru A in CAD G 48a sub 2b. 

13. Vgl. noch Kiichler, Beitriige Tf. 11 iii 55: Summa 
amélu trassu marsatma kima Sinéti epera irtanassi “wenn 
ein Mensch brustkrank ist, (wenn) er ferner wie bei einem 
Husten dauernd einen Brocken (im Halse) bekommt 

.”’. Beide Stellen sind CAD E 188b sub 4 zitiert. 
Nine andere Lesung und Deutung des Logogrammes 
SAHAR (= eperu) scheint mir nicht méglich. 

14. Vgl. CAD S (in prep.) s.v.; vgl. das Dur.-Prs. 
i-sa-ul AMT 2, 4: 4. 
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riges nomen actionis!®. Die Méglichkeit einer 
Dittographie in der Form 7-sd-na-na-’-Su ist 
nicht ganz ausgeschlossen; bei einer entspre- 
chenden Konjektur erhielte man ein Dur.-Prs. 
G *iSanna’-Su. Gegen eine derartige Korrektur 
des Texte liesse sich vielleicht einwenden, dass 
Sand@’u ein intransitiv-fientisches Verbum_ sein 
wird und daher wohl wie sa’dlu der isovoka- 
lischen Verbalklasse [w/u]  zuzuweisen ist'®. 
Freilich ist zuzugeben, dass eine solehe Argu- 
mentation weiterer Beweise bedarf. Fiir den 
Prifixvokal [7] an Stelle des im R-Stamm zu 
fordernden [u] s. schon Or NS 26 47 Anm. 1. 
5) zagaru RT und sagi RT: Beide Verben 
bedeuten etwa “sich hoch erheben  (iiber)’’. 
Nach dem Manuskript von B.  Landsberger 
lesen wir in Erimhus V (Text A: TCL 6 35 ii 
30ff.; Text B: K 2009] = ZA 4 155) + K 7713 
+h 11217 + 13582 + K 14913): 89ff.: 


sag.sukud.sukud.e (B:om.) 

= ut-lel-lu-ui" 
= tu-za-qu-ri(B: tu-za-qa-qu-ru) 
ni.il.fil.la = Su-tag-qu-u(B: 


Wenn auch die Zugehérigkeit zweier oben 


15. Nominalform piristu, vgl. GAG §55¢ 2b. Ausser 
dem im Text und dem in Anm. 13 zitierten Beleg kenne 
ich keine weiteren Stellen. Die Bedeutung von Sini’tu 
ist aus der Gleichsetzung des zugehérigen Verbums 
Sana@’u mit sa’dlu “husten”’ in Malku IV 68 erschlossen. 

16. Zu Sand’u vgl. F. R. Kraus, AfO 11 229f., wo ausser 
der hier besprochenen Stelle nur noch das Punkt.-Prt. 
ikSnu’-8u (AfO 11 224: 73, zerstérter Kontext) angefiihrt 
ist. (Die von F. R. Kraus a.a.O. diskutierten Belege 
eines Verbums sunnu’u [dazu vorliufig CAD D 77b| sind 
von unserem Sand’u mindestens bedeutungsmissig 
scharf zu trennen.) Das Suffix méchte ich in beiden 
Vorkommen als Dativsuffix deuten. Die auf Grund der 
Gleichsetzung mit sa’dlu “‘Shusten’’ erschlossene Bedeu- 
tung von Sand@’u ist nur approximativ. 

17. Das Verbum begegnet in den aB mathematischen 
Texten nur im Punkt.-Prt. delelli und im Prekativ 
litelelli; vgl. die Belege in MKT 2 12b und MCT 174b. 
Die Bemerkungen iiber das Dur.-Prs. des R-Stammes in 
Or NS 26 44f. sind daher zu streichen. Dort ist nach- 
zutragen der Imp. m. utlelli (CT 21 41 [= LIH 1 60] ii 8, 
mit der sum Entsprechung [ét/].il.b7), f. utlelli 
(TCL 6 51[= RA 11 144ff.]:10,sum. &@.bi.sukud. 
sukud). In beiden Fallen ist die angeredete Person 
eine Gottheit. Zur Bedeutung von eli RT ist besonders 
auch das gdttliche epitheton ornans mutlelli ‘hoch 
erhaben’’ zu beachten; vgl. die Stellen K. Tallqvist, 
AEG 17. 


diskutierter Formen (No. 3 und 4) zum R-Stamm 
nicht ganz ausser Zweifel steht, so bestatigen 
die neuen Belege doch die Existenz eines Ver- 
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balstammes mit Reduplikation im Akkadischen 
und setzen uns in die Lage, wenigstens fiir R 
und RT ein gesichertes Paradigma aufzustellen. 


Tabelle des R- und RT-Stammes 


Partizip 
*mupararrisum 
muparrisum 
muptararrisum 
muptarrisum 


Stativ 

*, 
purarrus 

purrus 


*putararrus 
putarrus 


Mit Sternchen bezeichnete Formen sind bisher nicht belegt; sie konnten nach Analogie zum D-Stamm (in R auch 
nach RT) erschlossen werden. 


Dur.-Prs. Punkt.-Prt. Imperativ Infinitiv ; 
R * * * 
upararras upararris purarris purarrusum 
D uparras uparris purris purrusum 
RT uptararras uptararris putararris putararrusum 
| DT uptarras uptarris putarris putarrusum 
| 
| 
| 
+ 
2 
weil 


CRITICAL REVIEWS 


JOHANNES FrRieEpRICH, Die Hethitischen Gesetze. 
Transkription, Ubersetzung, sprachliche Er- 
lauterungen und vollstandiges Worterverzeich- 
nis (Documenta et Monumenta  Orientis 
Antiqui VII). Leiden, E. J. Brill, 1959. 
4°, X + 155 pp. 

Although the Hittite Laws have often been 
translated, the only edition containing a trans- 
literation with critical apparatus has been 
Hrozny’s Code Hittite of 1922, based exclusively 
on the fragments published by the same author 
in KBo VI. Since that time numerous addi- 
tional fragments have been published, partly 
from the old finds of Winckler and Makridi and 
partly from Bittel’s excavations carried out since 
1931. Although these additional texts were used 
in the latest translations (notably by Goetze in 
ANET), the lack of a new edition of the text in 
transliteration incorporating the new fragments 
was badly felt. Professor Friedrich planned for 
many years to fill this gap; he had actually pre- 
pared a manuscript, from which Sommer was 
permitted to quote as early as 1938. Since he 
was, however, prevented by circumstances from 
cooperating with Paul Koschaker, who was to 
contribute a commentary from the viewpoint of 
the law historian, Friedrich did not publish his 
work then. After the death of Koschaker he 
was unable to secure the cooperation of another 
law historian and finally published the full 
text without a juridic commentary in the present 
volume. The text was brought up to date by 
the inclusion of fragments found in the 1950s. 
In making available now the full text with all 
variants, Friedrich has rendered a great service 
to all scholars interested in the history of law 
as well as in Hittitology. The aim expressed 
in the preface (p. VIII), to furnish ‘‘eine zuver- 
lissige philologische Grundlage fiir die weitere 
Arbeit an den hethitischen Gesetzen,’ has been 
fulfilled. Of special value for such further work 
is the inclusion of a complete concordance of all 
words occurring in the text of the Laws (pp. 
116--155). 

The Hittite Laws are among the most difficult 
of all Hittite texts, partly because of their archaic 
language, partly because they deal with subject 
matters not covered by other text groups and 
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therefore contain many hapax legomena, partly 
because the concepts of ancient Near Eastern 
law — not only Hittite! — are difficult to grasp. 
Hence it is only natural that some passages still 
defy all attempts at translation and interpreta- 
tion, while one may have different opinions about 
others., Added to these difficulties is the fact 
that the text was copied and recopied over several 
centuries so that one has to reckon with scribal 
mistakes of which only a few can be corrected on 
the basis of the duplicate copies. Finally, all 
existing tablets are damaged to some extent 
ranging from nearly, but not quite, complete 
tablets to tiny fragments — and even when all 
of them are used there remain some lacunae. 
Here again it is possible in a few cases to go be- 
yond Friedrich’s reconstruction of the text. 

The present reviewer feels that the best way of 
doing justice to Friedrich’s work is to begin, right 
here, the ‘Weiterarbeit’ on the basis of this book. 
The following remarks, though critical in part, 
are meant as just such ‘further work.’ All 
scholars interested in the subject, the reviewer 
included, owe Professor Friedrich a great debt 
of gratitude for this well organized and fault- 
lessly printed book. It is hoped that the remarks 
to follow below, by offering ‘a restoration or 
different reading here, an alternative translation 
there, will be taken as an expression of the re- 
viewer’s gratefulness for the work on which they 
are based, and that they may serve to enhance 
the usefulness of this text edition. 


Presentation of the text 


As is well known the Hittite Laws are con- 
tained in two collections or series, named by their 
incipits “If a Man” and “If a Vine,” respectively. 
The term “tablets” used for these collections by 
most scholars (including Fr., p. 1) is not well 
chosen because the Hittite scribes applied the 
word DUB “tablet” in a different sense: de- 
pending on the size of the actual clay tablets 
used for the individual manuscripts, both “If a 
Man” and “If a Vine” could be written on one or 
two ‘tablets’ (DUB)'!. I would, therefore, 


1. So far, no copy spreading the first series over three 
tablets has been found, although ABoT 52 (p. 1) seems 


N 
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reserve the term ‘tablet’? for these individual 
tuppatu and call the two large collections rather 
“series” (thus also Laroche, Catalogue? Nos. 
181, 184). 

Friedrich follows the arrangement of Hrozny 
in presenting first Series I (“Tafel I’), then, 
with roman numbers for the sections, the younger 
version of I, KBo VI 4 (“Paralleltext’’?), and 
finally Series II (‘Tafel II’’). Almost all existing 
fragments (up to those found in 1958) have been 
placed and used for the reconstruction of the 
text; the only exception is KUB XIII 31,° cer- 
tainly belonging to the Laws because of the phrase 
[parnjasseta Suwalizzi|. Although it has no 
counterpart in the text so far known, the words 
[|ku]-i8-ki kar-als-zi] (line 1’) recall § 113/13. of 
Series II, the last preserved section before a 
lacuna in our text. It may therefore belong 
just into this gap, either as § 114/14 or after it. 

Friedrich lists all manuscripts on pp. 2-4, 
using capital letters (A-W) for copies of Series 
I and lower case letters (a-t) for those of Series 
II (one might then introduce “uw” for KUB XIIT 
31). His choice of sigla follows the sequence of 
the cuneiform editions: KBo VI, KUB XIII, 
XXVI, XXIX, KBo IX, and unpublished, in 
each series. This choice, easy as it may be, is 
unfortunate because it pays no attention to the 
distinction between one-tablet and two-tablet 
manuscripts, although this had been worked out 
previously. Using this criterium we get the 
following list (using sigla): 


Series I 
One-tablet manuscripts: 


A, B, K; 
probably J, M. 


to testify to its existence, at least if it really is a label. 
Or does it, as a ‘library slip’ of some sort, simply refer to 
“three tablets of takku LU-ak” (since in Bogazkéy 
KAM is also used with cardinal numbers), regardless of 
what parts they contained? 

2. RHA XIV/59 (1956) 92. 

3. Catalogue (ibid.) No. 185. Of the other two frag- 
ments listed there as ‘‘de place incertaine,’? KUB XXIX 
38 is Fr.’s qs; for KBo VI 23, Fr. (p. 4) is right in exclud- 
ing it; as the texts of 1960 show, tak-ku Sa-ki-a[S] is the 
beginning of an omen (private communication of Otten). 

4. As by Laroche, Arch. Hist. Droit Or. V (1950-51) 
93-98, and in his Catalogue, |.c. 


Two-tablet manuscripts, 
First Tablet : 


C (end broken); 
L (end broken). 


Second Tablet: 


D (colophon; the ca. 5 lines broken at the begin- 
ning = § 50); 

(E, according to Hr. possibly same tablet as D); 

I (colophon; beginning with § 53) ;5 

G (beginning with § 51); 

probably H, I, N, R, W. 

The other copies (O, P,Q,8,T, U,V) are 
too small to be assigned to either one-tablet or 
two-tablet manuscripts. Among them, O and 
Q may be parts of one tablet.® 


Series II 


One-tablet manuscripts: 
o and q. 


That many of the ‘‘new” fragments in KUB 
XXIX belonged together was recognized by both 
Laroche and Otten.’ Whereas Laroche’ tried 
to assign most fragments to one copy, with the 
reservation ‘‘sauf impossibilité révélée par une 
collation ultérieure,” Otten distinguished two 
sets according to the ductus as seen from photo- 


5. Instead of ‘“F; = KUB XXIX 15 (an F,» anschlies- 
send),’’ p. 2, read ‘‘an F, anschliessend.’’ KBo VI 8 
(F,) contains in obv. i the ends of lines of F3;, whereas 
between F, (KUB XIII 11) and F; there remains a gap 
(see phot., Neufeld figs. 17 and 27). 

The statement (p. 1) that F “ist ein Exemplar, das 
die ganze Tafel I auf einer Tafel enthielt,’’ fails to take 
account of the point where it begins and is furthermore 
based on a copying mistake: the phot. in Neufeld, fig. 18, 
shows clearly DUB.2.KAM (as against KUB XIII 11). 
Correct the transliteration and translation (pp. 48 f.) 
accordingly. Since they are fragments of one copy, 
F, and F; should be combined there, although their rela- 
tive position is somewhat uncertain. 

6. Ehelolf, KUB XXIX p. V ad Nos. 18 and 20 (Bo 
numbers). 

7. It should be remembered that Ehelolf never had 
all the originals at his disposal. The individual frag- 
ments of copies o and q were found in the campaigns of 
1931-36. Of these, the tablets of 1931-33 were loaned to 
the Berlin museum at different times (those of 1933 even 
in three separate lots!), those of 1934 and subsequent 
years never went there. All are now in the Ankara 
museum. 

8. AHDO V 96 f. 


| 
f 
| 
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graphs.’ His two sets are Fr.’s copies o and q, 
in other words, Fr. here follows Otten. Direct 
‘joins’ exist only between some of the fragments 
of each set, with gaps remaining between the 
‘joined’ pieces and others. It would be easy to 
check the assignment of individual fragments to 
either set and to prepare comprehensive hand- 
copies of o and q on the basis of the originals in 
Ankara. Pending this, there remain two ques- 
tions: (1) Does qs, which has no direct ‘join’ 
and whose col. ii has not been placed with cer- 
tainty, really belong to q (ef. above, n. 3)? (2) 
This reviewer had difficulties combining q; obv. 
with q, in §§$ 118/15 f.; Fr.’s arrangement seems 
doubtful because of the expected position of the 
second annanuhhan farther to the left. If one 
read |... MJA.NA instead of [a|n-na|-nuhhan| 
in q7; i 8, Fr.’s arrangement would be correct, 
but for the freely restored “25? GIN.GIN” one 
would have to read [1 M(A.NA)]. 

Other one-tablet manuscripts may be i and t. 


Two-tablet manuscripts, 
First Tablet : 

a (a; + as) (end lost); 

b (ends with § 168/53); 

c,e,f,h,l,p (end lost in all). 

Second Tablet : 

d (begins with § 168/53); 

n (probably part of d, ends of lines of col. iii); 

j (begins with § 157 42); 

k + m* and s (beginning broken). 

Too fragmentary for attribution: g and r. 

Note that b ends with the same law with which 
d begins (§ 168/53). Since such overlaps at the 
transition from one tablet to the next are known 
from other examples," it is clear that b and d 
together form one two-tablet manuscript. Be- 
‘ause of the breaks it is not possible on the basis 
of the published texts to recognize other such 
pairs, but close examination of the originals might 
reveal some. 

Friedrich postponed (p. VIII) a discussion of 

9. Zeitschrift der Savigny-Stiftung fiir Rechtsgeschichte 
69 (1952) 450 f. The published photographs confirm 
Otten’s distinction; more on the ductus below, p. 64b. 

9a. Cf. Friedrich, RHA’ XVIII/66 (1960) 33 for this 
‘join’. 

10. KBo IV 9 and KUB I7 5; tablets X and XI of the 
(h)isuwa Festival (Catalogue No. 433, 2-3); KBo X 23 
and 24. 


the relative age of the various manuscripts. 
Pending his future study we may recall that some 
work has been done on this problem in the past. 
KBo VI 4, the ‘Paralleltext,’ certainly is a later, 
i.e., New Kingdom redaction. KBo VI 5 (Fr.’s 
C) represents a version which, though on the 
whole closer to the main text, once shows a 
change in the direction of the ‘Paralleltext’ and 
thus seems to date from a time between the com- 
position of the main text and that of the New 
Kingdom redaction."|. We may add that copy 
j is of inferior quality, and that copies o and q 
represent an older text: o omits § 200/86 b, 
which has long been recognized as an addition; 
both o and q preserve the old version of § 191 
77(b), which was erased and replaced by a new 
law in j (see below for details); q omits UL 
haratar at the end of § 198/79, which Koschaker 
suspected to be a later addition, and thus offers 
the original text postulated by him.” 

I think it is possible to go a step farther. Look- 
ing at the photographs published by Neufeld’ 
I noticed that copy q is written in the type of 
handwriting that Otten and I have come to re- 
rard as Old Hittite. We shall elaborate on this 
‘Old Hittite ductus’ elsewhere. If this eri- 
terium is valid, then q is an old one-tablet manu- 
script of “If a Vine” kept in Archive A on Biiyiik- 
kale. Thus it contrasts with copy o, found in the 
same building, which is written in the normal 
ductus, hence a later copy. Nevertheless _ it 
represents, as shown above, a text older than that 
of j. 

Having found an old manuscript of Series I, I 
looked for one of Series I] and found that copy 
M (KUB XXIX 16, Neufeld fig. 29) shows the 
same characteristics very clearly, while the small- 
scale photographs of A (IXKBo VI 2; phot. in Hr. 
better than in Neufeld), although less clear, 
make it appear likely that A, too, has the old 
ductus. On inner evidence, too, A seems to 
represent a text older than the other copies, 
only that M is an almost exact duplicate of A 

Il. Cf. Rosenkranz, ZA 44 (1938) 213 f., for the ob- 
servation (though with inverted temporal sequence). 

12. RHA II/10 (1933) 79 f.; in the ‘Nachtrag’ he 
already used qg. 

12a. E. Neufeld, The Hittite Laws (London, 1951). 
Whatever the judgment on the book, its author rendered 
Hittitology a real service by inciuding fifty plates of 
photographs. The fragments of copy q are figs. 66, 
69-71, 74-80, 82, 83. 
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where both are preserved. Both A and M are 
one-tablet manuscripts, like q. Since both ex- 
ternal and internal criteria point in the same direc- 
tion, I would consider these tablets the oldest 
available manuscripts of the Hittite Laws (A 
and M for Series I, q for Series II); in a future 
edition they will have to be valued accordingly. 

Although this newly introduced criterium of 
‘Old Hittite ductus’ may in the future prove 
useful for the preparation of a ‘critical edition,’ 
it is clear that it could not have been applied by 
Ir. in the present book. Faced with many, 
but all too fragmentary copies of the text, Fr. 
did not attempt to make a ‘critical edition’ but 
simply reconstructed the text from all existing 
manuscripts. His method of presenting the 
text of any given part according to the copy 
which happened to be best preserved, was the 
only possible one under the circumstances. All 
variants were carefully recorded by Fr. in the 
footnotes. Many of them are simple spelling 
variants, but once we have to reckon with manu- 
scripts of different age, even these become sig- 
nificant. Most notes refer to single words, 
although some of them give a variant concerning 
a whole clause or phrase. In some instances 
one would have wished for more notes of this 
latter kind, because they would bring out more 
clearly the real textual variants and thereby the 
relation of one manuscript to another. And 
occasionally a better reading could have been 
put into the text rather than left in a footnote. 

Discrimination of a similar kind should, in 
principle at least, also be applied to the division 
of the text into sections (or individual laws, 
‘Paragraphen’). This problem is, of course, 
closely connected with the numbering of the 
laws. Two principles are here in conflict: with 
each other: expediency on one side, logic and tex- 
tual criticism on the other. Since Hrozny’s 
editio princeps (1922) most scholars have used 
his numbering in spite of its obvious shortcom- 
ings. The only scholar who did not employ 
Hrozny’s count was Friedrich, who offering a 
translation of the Laws in the same year (1922) 
in AO 23/2 (in cooperation with H. Zimmern) 
used his own numbering system. In the present 


new edition he follows Hrozny in Series I (aban- 
doning the difference of one for AO $§ 28-101 = 
Hr. §$ 27-100) but applies the numbers of AO 


to Series II, adding Hr.’s numbers in paren- 
theses. This system, which preserves one of the 
older numberings for each series (Hr.’s for I, 
Fr.’s own for II), is certainly expedient up to a 
certain point; it would have been even more 
expedient if Hr.’s system had been kept through- 
out. 

It is true that in Series I] Hr.’s numbering 
system is demonstrably wrong. But once the 
second principle, that of logic and textual evi- 
dence, is applied, it is easy to see that all systems 
used so far are inadequate. The Hittite scribes 
themselves were inconsistent in their use of the 
dividing line and in some cases even put the line 
in the wrong place. Thus, in Series I, §§ 19a 
and 19b are in reality separate laws like §§ 20 
and 21 (dividing line in A, missing in B). The 
first marriage laws are so fragmentary that it is 
hard to count them, but §§ “26a” and “26b” 
(in J and C, Fr. n. 19) are two separate laws, 
different from “$26” (in B). Copy A has an 
arrangement totally different from B."*  § 28 
is written in one section in B, although it con- 
tains three parts. Copy C writes the first two 
parts together but separates the third (with 
different wording), while the late redaction omits 
the third part but writes the first two separately 
($§ XX-XXI). §§44a and b, 47a and b are 
separate laws (dividing lines in A, missing in B 
and —- where preserved — C), and so are §§ 77a 
and b (without line in either copy; the ‘Rand- 
leiste’ in B is not a dividing line!): On the other 
hand, §$§ 54-55 form a logical unit and thus are 
really one law. 

In Series II, § 124/21 contains two separate 
laws, although none of the manuscripts separates 
them; copy | seems even to add the next without. 


13. Sommer followed his system when quoting from 
his manuscript. 
13a. It may be of interest to list these laws as they 
appear in the old copy A: 
i 60 ff.: “§ 26’? Without a dividing line there 
follow 
i 63-64, perhaps ‘‘§ 26b’’ (Rosenkranz, ZA 44, 214 
n. 1): man divorces wife. End of column. 
ii: ca 5 lines lost at top; 
ii 1-2’: perhaps § 28e (Fr. p. 24 n. 29): breach of 
engagement; 
ii 3-5: § 32: divorce of slave and free woman; 
ii 6: § 35 (Fr. § 32b): marriage of shepherd and free 
woman; 
ii 7-9: § 33: divorce of slave and slave-girl; 
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aline. After Hr. § 146, copy q has an additional 
law, Fr. Il 35b (p. 70 n. 18). The division be- 
tween §§ 160/45 and 161/46 should come _be- 
tween the PISAN and the first ates’, or the three 
items should be all separated (thus q). §§ 164 
49 and 165/50 are one law (correctly combined 
in @); likewise §§ 166/51 and 167/52 (correctly 
combined in q). At the end of § II 67 (Fr.) the 
only copy, j, is broken, so one does not know 
whether it had a dividing line (in contradistine- 
tion to ‘Randleiste’). Since the beginning of the 
next column still gives prices of woven materials, 
Hr.’s count of a single paragraph (182) corre- 
sponding to Fr.’s 67-68 seems better. There- 
after, the enigmatic § 184/70 interrupts the prices 
of real estate, which are resumed in the first line 
of § 185/71, j iii 9 (j is the only manuscript here 
since d ii, not used by Fr., is in a hopeless state). 
With line 10 begins something new: prices of 
hides’ of domestic animals, so there should be a 
dividing line between lines 9 and 10. Then again, 
the prices of meat begin inside line 15; so j, still 
the only manuscript, obviously misplaced the 
dividing line. §195/81 is written in three 
separate sections in copies d (+) n and s, but o 
and q here go with j in writing it in one. §§ 197 
83 and 198/84 are one law, although even copy 
0 separates them. In § 200/86, the last part 
(b) has long been recognized as a separate law 
added later, and copy k + m has a dividing 
line before b. But what is commonly called 
§ 200/86a really consists of two parts: takku 
arnuwalan is a new beginning. Copy o seems 
to have a short separate paragraph here, but 
only the end of the dividing line is preserved 
(that it omits part b has already been stated). 
This detailed survey is meant to demonstrate 
the arbitrariness of all our numbering systems. 
If we wanted to number the laws according to 
the best criteria available, we would have to 
introduce entirely new numbers. It goes with- 
out saying that this would not be practical at 
all. There is, however, a possible compromise : 
one can keep the traditional numbering but indi- 
cate by typographical devices what belongs to- 
gether. This has been done by Goetze in ANET 
ii 10-12: § 37: manslaughter resulting from elope- 
ment. 
From here on the sequence in A is the same as in B ete. 
In these marriage laws, the older text of A is obviously 
less well organized than the younger text of B; we thus 
get a glimpse of the early development of the text. 
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in many instances, and by Fr. in some: contrast 
his separate printing of §§ 44a and b, 77 a and 
b with his rendering of the other cases listed 
above. It would have been quite possible to 
arrange each case according to the best criteria 
while retaining the traditional numbering, where 
necessary in the middle of a paragraph or line. 
The principle of putting the best reading in the 
text should also apply to dividing lines and could 
be carried to the point of changing their position 
where indicated. 

Once this device is applied, it makes no dif- 
ference whether Hr.’s numbers or those of AO 
23 are used, in other words, Ir. could have kept 
Hr.’s also for Series II and simply indicated 
where they are wrong (where q shows that there 
is no gap between Hr. $§ 152 and “157,” Fr. 
41 and 42). This would have made it easier 
not only to compare the other translations 
and Friedrich’s own Heth. Wérterbuch (which 
quotes after Hr.), but even to quote from this 
new edition itself: quotations running from 1 to 
200 are easier to handle than ‘I 50”, ete., as 
different from ‘II 50*’, ete. In this review I 
am using numbers | to 100 for Series I, 101/1 
to 200/86 for Series II; but how are we going to 
quote hereafter? 


Notes on text and translation 


$$ 1-2: Fr.’s translation of‘ Sullannaz by “‘in- 
folge eines Streites” is preferable to all previous 
ones because it renders the ablative literally 
(“because of a quarrel’) and at the same time 
expresses that these laws refer to intentional 
killing for motives other than robbery (ef. §5 
and especially § III); also Alp, JCS VI 95 n. 14. 

§$§ 1-5: Concerning arnu- (discussed p. 88; 
bibliography of various interpretations: R. 
Haase, BiOr XVII, 1960, 182), I am not con- 
vinced by the interpretation as “‘biissen, ersetzen”’ 
(“to make amends for,” ANET). In agreement 
with Alp, JCS VI 95 n. 15, I prefer to retain the 
original meaning ‘“‘to bring, to take somewhere”’ 
and to interpret it in the sense that the slayer 
has to hand over, deliver, the dead man to his 
family (similarly Walther). Even in §5, which 
seems to be in favor of “‘biissen”’ if -pat is trans- 
lated “‘nur,’”’ it is possible to take -pat in the 


literal sense of ‘thimself”’: ‘‘He delivers the mer- 
chant himself.” The money fine stated at the 
beginning would apply to the whole law; if in 


‘ 
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Luwia or Pala, replacement of the goods is addi- 
tional; if in Hatti, delivery of the corpse (which 
was impossible from a foreign country) would 
also be additional (to the fine alone or to fine 
plus goods?). 

$9 with n. 7: nu is not only missing in A, but 
seems to be erased in B. The following clause is 
explanatory, so asyndesis is quite in place. In 
the translation, ‘“‘und’”’ should be replaced by a 
colon. 

$10 with p. 92: In determining the meaning 
of Saktaizzi, § 1X has to be accounted for: ‘‘pfle- 
gen,” ‘‘to take care of’? (Walther) is, of course, 
only possible if Sa-ak-ta-iz-zi-ia-an in §IX is 
analyzed Saktaizzt + an (not +ya + an). The 
proposed meaning fits the context well; the above 
remark is not meant to question it, only to 
supplement the commentary. 

§ 11-12: In the notes (p. 18 n. 32 and p. 19 
n. 9) Fr. simply states that C has “6” for 20”; 
and in a separate note (n. 35), that C omits 
§42. It seems to me that Hr. (CH p. 10f. n. 10) 
wis right in assuming a causal connection be- 
tween these two items: the scribe of C probably 
omitted § 12 because he had jumped from the 
first clause of $11 directly to the fine of § 12. 
” would then originally have been a 
variant to ‘10 Seqels” of § 12. 

$$ 15-16: Since 2skalla(i)- means tear’ 
in many nuances, it may well be here ‘to tear 
off (a person’s ear),”’ rather than ‘‘zerschlitzen”’ 
here) or ‘“‘verstiimmeln” (Ir. in §§ XTV—-XV); 
the latter (‘‘mutilate’’ also in ANET) is all too 
general, especially if compared with “bite off” 
in §§ 13-14. 

§§ 17-18 with notes 13 and 18 (p. 21 n. 5 and 
7): This is the one instance where C goes with 
the ‘Paralleltext’ ($§§ XVI-XVII). In line 44, 
no question mark is needed with ‘5 Seqels.”’ 

§ 19a: f-ir-Set-pat arnuzi, with comment, 
pp. 92 f.: I cannot accept Fr.’s translation ‘“‘so 
darf er (ihn) nur in sein Haus bringen.” Not 
only is it more than forced to take the existing 
accusative for an ‘accusative of direction’ and 
then to supplement “ihn” for the direct object, 
but also the inner evidence of the four laws, 
$$ 19a, 19b, 20, and 21, makes it impossible to 
interpret the first in that sense. 

Since the phrase LO.ULU.LU LU-annaku 
SAL-naku is never used of slaves, and since, 
furthermore, §§ 20 and 21 have IR in obvious 


“6 Seqels 


contrast to it, it follows that §§ 19a and b deal 
with free persons. (aizzi in this case amounts 
to “abducts (in order to enslave),”’ and 7&has-sis 
must designate the person who can claim the 
kidnaped person, the head of his or her family, 
whether father, husband, or wife. The four 
laws, thus, form the following sequence: 

19a) A Luwian"™ abducts a (free) Hittite from 
Hatti-land and takes him to Luwia/ 
Arzawa; penalty: the clause under dis- 
cussion. 

19b) A Hittite abducts a (free) Luwian from 
Hatti-land and takes him to Luwia; 
penalty: formerly 12, now 6 persons. 

20) A Hittite steals a Hittite slave (var.: 
the slave of a Hittite)'® from Luwia and 
brings him to Hatti; penalty: 12 Seqels 
of silver. 

21) Some-one steals the slave of a Luwian 
from Luwia and brings him to HUatti: 
no penalty. 

In this sequence there is a grading of offenses and 
their penalties according to the nationality of 
the culprit and the victim, and the social status 
of the latter. Abduction of a free Hittite (19a) 
is the most serious offense, so the highest penalty, 
handing over of the culprit’s estate (as hitherto 
understood) is quite in place. 

§ 24: Copy A i 55 has ITU.1.KAM in both 
‘ases where B i 64 has MU.1[.KAM] in the first 
and a break in the second. This variant is not 
covered by the footnotes (but was in Hr., notes 
24 and 26). It explains the variants concerning 
the amount of wages (p. 22 n. 13 and 15, p. 23 
n. 4 and 5). Copy A gives monthly, B yearly 
wages (delete the parentheses in the restoration 
of B in line 65). The monthly wages of A are 
12 Seqels for the man, 6 for the woman. Of the 
yearly wages in B, that for the woman is dam- 
aged; it could be ‘40” or ‘50’ Seqels.'® Since 


14. The correction of -az into -a, which is generally 
made, is necessary and therefore accepted here, too. 

15. This is the better reading (in A!) because of the 
parallelism with Luiumnas in §21, which is genitive 
depending on IR, the object. — From the point of 
German expression, ‘‘Unfreier’’? (which is all right in 
contrast to ellum) cannot be construed with a genitive, 
“den Unfreien eines Luwiers’”’ (Fr.). Why not ‘den 
Sklaven’’? Also in §§ 22-24 dealing with runaway 
slaves, ‘‘Sklave’’ is preferable to ‘‘Unfreier.”’ 

16. Cf. Hr. p. 19 n. 25 and see the phot. in Hr.; Wal- 
ther: “‘fifty (forty ?).” 
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the Hittite mina had 40 Seqels"” one would not 
write “40 Seqels,” but “50 Seqels’”’ is quite pos- 
sible, the equivalent of 144 minas. Applying 
the common 2:1 relation one may then restore 
[2!5 minas] as’ wages of the man. 

§25 with n. 16 (p. 23 n. 6): This line, like 
many others in A, is indented, hence there is no 
gap preceding the restored [x GJI[N. As for the 
figure, simple addition of the following 3 + 3 
gives [6 GIIN. 

$31: The alternative translation of anda 
aranzi offered p. 27 n. 3 is preferable to that 
given in the text. 

§ 34 and 36: I wonder whether the much dis- 
cussed clause nan pura UL kuiski tarnai might 
not mean ‘no-one shall sell him. 

§37 with n. 15: B has one more sign after 
EGIR-an-da-' ma-as-ma-as-', cf. Hr. and phot. 
Instead of Hr.’s -sla| it could be ‘-kdn'. In A 
the gap between KBo VI 2 ii 10 and the additional 
fragment reproduced in Hr. Pl. V is shorter than 
indicated in the footnote; it would allow for 
nlu-kdn Sar-d|i-i-e-es. 


” 


$38: I do not think that appantes means 
“festgenommen’”’; rather “engaged in” (ANET 
“implicated in’). For the restoration of line 32 
I definitely prefer Goetze’s |hani|ttalwas’’ and 
see no reason for reverting to the obsolete [GIS- 
ru-t ha\ttalwas (with unusual word order). The 
explanations given pp. 96 ff. are based on all too 
modern concepts. hanneSnas ihas (in A) is 
‘loan translation’ of Akkad. bél dint and means, 
like it, “‘opponent-in-court,” not “der Vorsit- 
zende des Gerichtshofes”! Note that B ‘mod- 
ernized’ both this term and the verb of A (Fr. n. 
6) 

§ 39. The free restoration of [Sahhan| in line 
35 (n. 11) is not favored by the traces visible in 
the photograph. Rather, perhaps, with Hr. 
and ANET, “fields” 
[da-ma-a?|-is at the end of the line seems possible 


but would then be ‘tanother, ein anderer”’ rather 
than ‘“‘der andere.” 


§§ 40-41: LU.GIS.KU is “craftsman,” ‘“Hand- 


17. Otten, AfO XVIT (1954-55) 129. 

18. Inaccurately rendered in n. 5. In JAOS 74, 188, 
Goetze used “broad transcription’’ with single ¢, but in 
first proposing this restoration, apud Sturtevant, Hitt. 
Chrestom. 227, he wrote |ha-an-ni-i|t-tal-wa-as, correctly 
taking account of the vertical wedge before tal by restor 
ing it to [c]¢ (the phot. seems to show more traces). 

18a. Cf. Festschrift Joh. Friedrich, p. 210 n. 5. 


werker,” but Fr.’s_ rendering ‘‘Kleinbiirger’’ 
gives it an unnecessary and unwarranted modern 
nuance. Besides, I see no reason why sahhan 
and GIS.KU should refer to land, as Fr. indicates 
by his rendering ‘“Lehens(land), WKleinbiirger- 
(land).”” Where land is meant, the text says 
ASA.ULA “fields” (cf. § 112/12). Just as the 
holder of a fief (LU /LK/) has to perform sahhan 
“feudal duty” (‘‘Lehenspflicht’’), so the crafts- 
man has to perform his ‘craft’? (‘‘Handwerk’’). 
By saying “this is my craft,” the LU /LKI 
assumes the obligation of carrying out the craft 
of the craftsman: GIS.KU(-li) harzi “he holds 
the craft”? (maybe literally “the holds the tool’’?) 
amounts to “he performs it.”’ If he declines this 
obligation he loses the land. And the same ap- 
plies, vice versa, to Sahhan. 

As for the reading or the emendation of the 
second LU /LKI of B ii 43 ($41 with n. 25), 
it should be noted that the trace after LU in A 
ii 23 would fit G{IS.KU] just as well as /[L-K/]. 
In view of the GIS.KU of C and for the sake of 
symmetry [ follow those who advocate emenda- 
tion of B. 

§$ 44a: After aki, A ii 33 has traces of a (IXBo 
VI 2) or at least one vertical wedge (phot.) 
instead of nu-us-S2. As a tentative restoration, 
I think of al-ap-pa-as-s7| instead of nusst EGIR- 
pa. In ww 17 the reading .SAG.DU-an,, 
offered as alternative in 26,seems possible and 
preferable. 
$44b: DLIKUD, attested only by C iv 20, is 
not the normal expression, in Bogazkéy, for 
dinu. Copy B may have had the familiar D/-7.N 
as in DI-IN-SU-NU §§$32, 33 (and as DI-IN 
LUGAL in Series IT). 

$45: Instead of |pehutezzi] one may restore 
[pai] as in the next line. 

$49 with n. 27: The sign is so different from 
DUBBIN (read UMBIN), that Otten’s sug- 
gestion cannot be accepted (KUB IX 1 ii 27, 
quoted p. 99 n. 3, has a normal DUBBIN quite 
different from the sign in our law). While re- 
jecting this identification, I am unable to replace 
it by a better one.'* 


19. Forrer’s identification of our sign, which is pre- 
served only in the old copy A, with AGA (No. 8 of 
his list in BoTU I) looks good as far as the shape is con- 
cerned (ef. the archaic form adduced by him). The 
difficulty lies in the determinative GIS which does not 
fit aga (though ‘‘the king’s crown” would not be bad in 
the context). Forrer quotes an unpublished text, Bo 
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$52: On p. 100 Fr. quotes me for the transla- 
tion ‘‘mausoleum.”’ It is, of course, based on the 
Ritual for the Dead as published and interpreted 
by Otten (ef. p. 100 n. 4; add now his Heth. 
Totenrituale). Although I have used the term 
“mausoleum” asa convenient word approximating 
the notion of the E.NA,, literally “Stone House,” 
Ir.’s translation ‘der Diener des Mausoleums”’ 
or, in the glossary, p. 144, even ‘*Mausoleums- 
diener,” evokes wrong (and again all too modern!) 
associations. What is meant are the people 
attached to the estate of an E.NA, of whom we 
read in KUB XIII 8 (Heth. Totenrituale pp. 104 
7). One might keep a literal rendering in the 
text and add an explanatory footnote: ‘The 
slave of a ‘Stone-House’ (note: a serf attached 
to the estate of a mausoleum), Sklave 
eines ‘Steinhauses’ (ein zu den Liegenschaften 
eines) Mausoleums  gehériger Unfreier).”’ 


§ 57 ff.: see the excursus on domestic animals. 
76: The shortening of the commentary of the 
original manuscript (p. VII) has led to a kind of 
circle with regard to the meaning of appat(a)riya- 
here and in § 164/49. In both laws, Fr. trans- 
” (English “to take as 
pawn”; thus also ANET in § 164 “to get a pawn,” 
whereas “pawns” in $76 is the opposite, “to 
give as pawn,” German “‘verpfiinden”’); in HW 
At the two places 
quoted there, however (Hethitisches II 42 n. 1; 
ZA 46, 49), Sommer had ‘‘mieten oder pfiinden,” 
adding in ZA ‘so Friedrich im ungedruckten 
Kommentar der Gesetze,’”’ where ‘so’ might 
refer to both meanings (while the presentation in 
HW shows that it is meant for the second only). 
The only discussion of the meaning that I could 
find, in which “‘pfiinden” is advocated (with a 
reference to Akk. nepiim) is by Haase, ArOr 26 
(1958) 28 ff. (quoted p. 101 all too briefly). 
Haase saw the difficulty arising from the men- 
tion of kusSan in $76 and tried to overcome it 


lates this verb ‘“‘pfanden 


he also gives “‘pfanden.’ 


by translating kussasSetta ‘auch seinen (des 
Tieres) Preis.” This yields a better sense than 
Fros “und gibt auch seinen Lohn,” since in 
connection with pawning one does not understand 
what the ‘“Lohn’” (ANET “hire’’) should be. 


2968, as the only other occurrence of our sign. It might 
be worth the effort to consult that text in order to find 
out whether its context favors the identification with 
AGA. — The sign AGA in AGA.US (UKU.US, UKUS) 
has the form Forrer No. 183. For another Bogazkéy 
sign claimed for AGA see below, on § 182/67. 


One might argue the opposite way and come 
back to “mieten,” but this, too, is not without 
difficulties. One would have wished for a full 
discussion in the commentary. 

$78 has kussanizzi for “hires (an ox),” as do 
also §$§ 151/40 f., and thus is in favor of a dif- 
ferent meaning for appatariya- (above). But 
§ 78 itself poses problems: why does the owner 
“find” his ox if he has hired it out? One would 
expect him to know who hired it! Goetze inter- 
prets wemiyazt as ‘finds it in the described con- 
dition,” implying some damage to the animal 
‘caused by the leather objects that are ‘‘put upon 
it” (anda dai can, of course, be “‘auflegt” as 
well as “‘einlegt’’). 

$85: with n. 12: The ‘‘a” before the break in 
B iv 18 could be “2” according to the phot., 
and a spelling 2 |[PA-RI-SI SE] would also fill 
the gap. Cf. §78, where B writes [PA-RI]|-SI(!) 
like A (p. 42 n. 27), as against § 83, where both 
A and B have PA. 

$90: According to the space, FE 13. probably 
had [nw for nasta T-an of B. 

$95, n. 18: P 2 has traces of gur: |ku-ug-gu|r- 

P. 48, colophon of I: see above, n. 5. 


.an understand takku SAL-za-ma 
GEME only as ‘But if the woman is a slave.” 
I reconstruct the distribution of the sexes and 
the social status in the same way as Goetze in 
ANET. 

§1V: A. GAR should have the same note here 
as in §§ XXXVI-XXXIX. — Samenzi “he for- 
feits,”’ 1.e., he has to give up, ‘‘er muss verzichten.”’ 

§XXXV with n. 7: it combines §§ 45 and 71. 


$101/1 with pp. 104: The interpretation of 
line 5 is an improvement on Hrozny. 

$102/2: The position of the left edges of ¢ 
and o can be determined by the certain restora- 
tion of a number of lines. Accordingly, copy o 
must have had one more word between takku 
and luliiaz, against c.—- Should the number of 
“loads of wood” in the case of a din Sarri be re- 
stored higher than ‘‘three’’? 

1033, line 13: Figure “2” is preserved in 
close bracket before it, not after it. 

§ 104/4: In e there is enough space for [ték-ku 
SISHASHUR @SELKJUR.RA, ice., the expected 
sequence of the two kinds of fruit trees. In 0, 
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the space allows for even more, so that I would 
restore the same list as in § 105: [tdk-ku @3GES= 
TIN 

§ 105/5: Copy o has nasma between A= 
SHUJR and “'§—.K.R. and space enough for 
another naSma before ©'KIB (restored in line 
14). Ine the space allows for only one nakma; 
I would put it between @SH.K.R. and ©SKIB 
(SENNUR). 

The difference between §105/5 and § 106/6 
(p. 105) is that between a ©'SKIRILGESTIN 
and a field. Like Turkish bag, “SKIRI.GES= 
TIN, though primarily a vineyard, includes the 
meaning of orchard; cf. KBo V 7 rev. 32: 3! 
iku of @3KIRILGESTIN and in it (nasta anda) 
40 hashiru trees and 42 H.K.R. trees.” 

§ 107/7: dannatta “empty” here probably in 
the sense of “reaped.” Today animals often 
feed on vines after harvest, thereby causing 
damage though less than while the grapes are 
still on. 

§ 109/9: Or: “cuts off fruit trees from a canal,” 
thereby cutting off their water supply? 

§ 110/10: The ‘“‘Lehm” stolen here is the fin- 
ished product, mud mixed with water and chaff; 
nobody would ‘steal’? simple mud. For p. 62 
n. 36 see already Goetze, Tunnawi p. 67. 

§ 111/11 with p. 63 n. 8 and p. 105: von Schu- 
ler’s idea is excellent and quite in keeping with 
the space available in copy o: simply restore 
|tak-ku Se-e|-nv! 

§ 112/12 with p. 105 f.: For the last clause, 
copies p and a combined give a wording that 
differs from that of b while yielding the same 
sense. For Salhhan ITT\I LU.MES. 
GIS.KU dai “he begins to perform the feudal 
duty with the craftsmen,” a + p have [Sahhan|] 
eSuwan dai ITTI LO.MES.GIS.KU_ harapzi 
“he begins to perform the feudal duty and joins 
the craftsmen” (or “ranks with the craftsmen,” 
ANET). 

§ 113/13: Again more space at the beginning 
of the first line. Copy p 3 preserves a trace of 
the word to be restored between takku and 
GI8GESTIN-an, but I cannot restore it. 

§ 114/14: For insertion of KUB XIII 31 in or 
after this paragraph see above, p. 63. 

§ 119/16 with n. 23: For a different interpreta- 
tion of the last signs of q7z see above, p. 64. 

§ 121/18: In ¢ and likewise in q there is enough 
space for both ishassiSan wemiyazi and &'Sappa- 
lassa& Sara tittanuzzi. In e, wemiyazi, perhaps 


kpelled KAR-zi, may have been written in the 
intercolumnium. After tittanuzzi the trace in e 
is not ¢{a], rather s[a] or GU[D] (phot.) Copy q 
has ta followed by what could be GUD(over 
erasure)-it  aj|-...] (phot., Neufeld fig. 71). 
I would like to restore that to GUD-it af{kz] 
(preceded by ta in q, without it in e) and trans- 
late: “If someone steals a plow and its owner 
finds it, he makes him step upon the... (a part 
of the plow), and he is killed by the oxen.”” The 
old punishment would thus be similar to that of 
§ 166/51. 

§ 124/21b, notes 18-20: Copies o, and 0; 
combined yield the following wording: (0, 4) 
[ték-ku ta-i|s-ti-an-da 
2) A.SA dal-i-e-ez-zi (04 5) ku-i|s-ki 
“If someone steals loaded(?) wagon(s?) in a 
field.””. The wording given in the text, restored 
by Fr. from a and i, expresses the same idea. 
Instead of tarnai, dalai would be better for 
“‘stehen lisst,” ‘‘leaves.”’ 

§ 145/34: Samenzi, again, ‘the forfeits,’ ‘‘er 
muss verzichten.”’ 

§ 146/35: At the beginning of line 20 more 
space. I wonder whether q; ii 10 could be read 
\(ha-ap-pa-ri) Se}-Les-ir(!), although the text 
seems to have ni. In a iii 20 the space also allows 
for [Se-er (ha-ap-pdr 7)-ija-zt. Ser would fit the 
phrase well (‘over and above,” ANET). 

§ 151/40: The gap in line 35 is filled by t ii 6: 
tak-ku GUD.AB ku-is-ki ku-us-Sa-ni-i[z-zi]; one 
would have expected the cow here anyhow! 

§ 157/42: The variants concerning the weight 
(notes 7, 11, and 12), if taken together, result in 
two different, but clear sets, as already seen by 
Otten, AfO XVII 129: 1 and 'y in j and h, 3 and 
116 in q. 

§ 163/48 with pp. 109 f.: The idea of contagion 
caused by contact with the sick is too modern. 
For the ancients sickness could result from con- 
tamination with some tangible, material impur- 
ity. The phrase iSwwanalli iSuwan looks like a 
‘figura etymologica’ despite the variant Suwanalli; 
if it is, then 7S%wwan cannot be ‘supine’ with dai 
“begins to...” Also there is -kan, and dai 
with -kan is usually “he puts.” In the clause 
“he puts the on the tSuwanalli” I under- 
stand iSuwwan as the material remnants of the 
purification, and tSuwanalli as the place where 
these are deposited. A confirmation comes 
from the vocabulary KBo I 45 rev.(!) 3 = 
MSL III p. 59, H 3, where iSuwanit watar “water 
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(mixed) with z&uwwan”’ is given as translation of 
Akkad. li-ih-mu (= Sum. és, restored). The 
form shows 7Suwan to be an -n-stem, as expected 
from the derivative iSwwan-alli-. Although a 
noun limu is not otherwise attested (CAD files), 
the related word luhummi “uncleanliness, dirt’”’ 
(Oppenheim, JAOS Suppl. 10, 44), ‘a’ thick 
liquid or semiliquid substance,” ‘‘wet dirt” 
(Landsberger-Jacobsen, JNES XIV 18; I owe 
these references to Landsberger) fits the Hittite 
rendering of lihmu as “water (mixed) with dirt” 
well indeed. The iSuwanalli then is a_ refuse 
dump, but—in contrast to the ukturi of § 44b — 
an ordinary, harmless-looking dump, so that 
others have to be warned if the remnants of a 
purification are left there. I would, then, trans- 
late § 163/48: “If someone’s animals are stricken 
by a god and he purifies them and drives them 
away, but puts the remnants on a refuse dump 
without telling his fellow (shepherd), so that 
the fellow (shepherd) does not know (it) and 
drives his own animals (there, to the dump), and 
they die, (then) compensation (is required).”’ 

§ 166/51: For of 1 35, qy iii 1’ has 
|... ti-an-z|2] (according to the distribution of 
the text in the lines of q this must correspond). 
tianzi “they put” is the easier reading, and q 
has in general the better text. Hence -iz- in j 
is perhaps a simple mistake. Immediately 
following this word, “2 Z/MTI” would make 
good sense. In the phot. I cannot see the ob- 
lique wedge given in KBo, so restoration of the 
figure ‘2’? may be possible (reading “two yokes” 
also in ANET). 

§ 169/54: The variants nu tezzi of copy d and 
ta ki|SSan tezzi| of are against taking the 
as referring back. Rather: “and he says: ‘O 
Sun-god, O Storm-god! It isnoevil intention!’ ’’? 
I do not understand the preceding speech be- 
cause arsik- is ambiguous and far from clear. 

§$176/6la: I cannot accept the translation 
“gibt man ein Kénigsurteil aus” for DIN LUGAL 
happarranzi. The whole passage is unintellig- 
ible. Since it is attested only in j, some mistake 
(omission?) may be involved. 

§§ 178/63-181/66: For the domestic animals 
see the excursus. 

§§ 178/63, 179/64 (lines 32 and 37): I would 
read SJ-IM-SU-NU rather than nu. 


20. Notes 16-17 do not clearly render these variants. 
Since q is one copy, q¢ iii 7 immediately follows q, iii 13 
(not ‘“‘anscheinend’’!) and has fa ki|-....| preserved. 


§ 182/67: The “T°SMIR” here and HW 286, 
the “T8GAGA” ibid. 344, and the 
in HW 1.Erg., p. 25, are identical! Goetze, 
Corolla lingu. Sommer p. 52 n. 48, is right in 
identifying the large sign of KUB XII 8 i 19% 
with BAR, because BAR has the same shape in 
the month name ITU.BAR.ZAG.GAR  (ni- 
sannu) KUB VIII 4, 6; 19, 18 (missing in HW). 
He is also right in identifying this large sign with 
the small one in § 182/67, KUB X 13 iii 14, and 
XX 33 i 6, since the listing among other gar- 
ments, and even the price, are the same in the 
law and the ‘Protocole des marchés.’? This 
TOGBAR is bas@mu (von Soden, AHW  s.v. 
basdmu 1), a coarse weave (sackcloth) or a gar- 
ment made of it. The low price in our texts 
agrees well with that meaning. The various 
entries in HW should be corrected accordingly, 
and SL 347, 17 should be combined with 344, 


§ 183/69: Si8uras is still far from clear, and 
so is HA.LA.NI (if this is the proper reading). 
$$ 185/71-186/72: On domestic animals see 
excursus; on dividing of paragraphs, above, p. 66. 


21. Also (with TUG) IBoT III 75, 12 with dupl. 
KUB XXIX 39 i 5 (Catal. 177 “Protocole des marchés’’). 
This large sign was listed by Forrer under No. 247, first 
two shapes; of his references, the first three refer to these 
shapes; they are KUB VIII 4, XII 8, and IBoT III 75 
here mentioned. This sign has to be kept apart from 
the last shape under Forrer 247, with the last two refer- 
ences (KUB IV 47 and 48; add KBo I 13), which is 
GISIMAR. 

22. See preceding note. In KUB XVIII 31, 4 (listed 
with TS¢BAR in Corolla, |.c.), however, the small sign 
stands with NINDA (also in KUB XVI 53 obv. 5, mis- 
takenly with TUG in SL 347, 17). With NINDA it is 
probably GUG. For this GOG = kukku (SL 345, 5; 
sign @§ + gund), Landsberger supplied the following 
lexical texts: éa I 185 (= kukku), Hg. B Tbl. VI 59 
(kukku elletu as kind of bread), and OECT IV 154 vi 
5-9 (with ninda, unilingual forerunner of Hh). 
Cf. Falkenstein, JAOS 72 (1952) 43 (I owe this reference 
to Goetze). Since the small shapes of BAR and GUG 
coincided in the Bogazkéy writing, the scribes used the 
large form also for GUG in KUB XII 12 v 26 (contrast 
ibid. vi 13 in parallel context with the small sign!); ef. 
Otten, Heth. Totenrit. p. 32 n. k (in forthcoming KUB 
XXXIX 7). 

23. I leave aside here other signs that look similar in 
Bogazkéy: TUN in = (KUB XXIX 
4110; HT 1 iii 12); LU (or GAR,, sign again 28 + guna) 
in the ideogr. for abdru (cf. Vieyra, RHR 119, 1939, 121 
ff.); and possibly NIMGIR (nagiru) before EREM.MES 


confused with this group, although on the whole the 
difference between ma+gundé and @3+gund is clear. 
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§ 187/73: j has after u-wa- a trace which is not 
da/ta but could be tle]: 

§ 190/76: Could akkantit (in 0) be an instru- 
mentalis in comitative use corresponding to 
ITTI “with’?’ In j, the alternative reading 
GEDIM-ti might be better: dative, “to”. Sex- 
ual intercourse with a corpse? 

§$ 191/77: The -ma after ka-a-as in j (n. 23) 
looks small and damaged; possibly erased and to 
be disregarded. 

The fact that in j the text as ‘2-el’’ (not /-el) 
still leaves some doubts in my mind concerning 
Goetze’s reading and interpretation of Sa-ni-ia. 

Notes 26-29 could have been combined in a 
statement that two lines were erased and _re- 
placed by the new line 35. Line 36 should have 
been marked as not valid more clearly than by a 
mere footnote, for instance by parentheses or 
I]. 

At this point the other copies have preserved a 
different text: 

1) The main body of § 191/77 ends with 
hurkil (j 35 end, o iv 17 beginning). 

2) In copy o there follows, without dividing 
line, another law (which may be called 191/77b); 
it can be restored to read: ték-ku LU-as DAM- 
ZU a-ki A-HA|-AZ-ZU/ZA da-a-i] (18) U-UL 
ha-ra-a|-tar| “If a man’s wife dies and he takes 
her sister, no offense.” 

In copy o iv 19, § 193/79 follows immediately. 

3) Copy j introduces a different law, § 192/78, 
written over erasure in line 37 (Ir. § 78 on p. 84). 
Literally “If a man dies to a woman,”’ i.e., ‘if a 
woman’s husband dies, the (lit.: his) wife takes 
the man’s share.’”4 

4) It is hard to tell which of the two original 
sections in copy j, each ending in UL haratar 
(lines 36 and 39), corresponds to the law called 
above §$191/77b. Whatever the scribe of this 
copy had originally written, he replaced § “191, 
77b” by § 192/78. 

§ 193/79: As stated above (p. 64), copy q pre- 
serves the original version without UL haratar. 
As to the variant, p. 84 n. 9, p. 85 n. 4, it is ob- 
vious that copy o has the better reading, DUMU 
SES-SU. In the phot. of j I cannot see the 
vertical wedge given in KBo at the beginning of 
the line, and the break seems wider than indi- 
‘ated in KBo, so that a restoration [DUMU] 
SES-SU may be possible even in j. At any 

24. I would not dare to combine the two texts as 
Goetze did, ArOr XVII/1, 289 n. 9. 


rate, the correct reading of o yields the following, 
logical sequence for the: levirate: brother of hus- 
band, father of husband, “the son of his (i.e., 
the father’s)?> brother,” i.e., a first cousin of the 
husband. 

§ 194/80: Read S4*KAR.KID (not LIL), ef. 
CAD VI 101 s.v. harimtu. 

$ 195/81: Is the parenthesis “(zur Gattin)”’ 
necessary ? 

§ 198/84: It is true that ha-le-en-zi (attested in 
j only) would formally go better with haliya- 
“to kneel,” but the phrase © SUMBIN ha-la-a-i 
KUB IX 1 ii 32 makes it more likely that the 
verb hala(i)- is meant here, too (ef. Goetze’s 
rendering, quoted by Fr., p. 115 n. 2). ‘They 
set the wheel in motion’? would be another 
symbolic act, neither more nor less intelligible 
for us than Fr.’s knien zum Rade.” 

§ 200/86a: The restoration an-na-as-Sa-an-n|a? 
(ii-en-2t)|, line 26 with n. 8, is doubtful, not only 
because j has ne-x| instead of *na, but also be- 
cause the traces in before d-en-zi cannot be 
restored to annassanna; cf. the phot., Neufeld 
fig. 57. I cannot offer a restoration. 

§ 200/86b: The restoration of the individual 
professions is difficult to reconcile with the traces 
in j. Since most of them are, however, attested 
by copy k + m, and since j is not a good manu- 
seript, Fr. is right in basing his text on the other 
copies. (Cf. now Friedrich, RHA XVIII/66 (1960) 
33 ff. 

P. 87, colophon: Add “Second tablet” in’ the 
translation. 

Iexcursus: 
Domestic animals in the Hittite Laws. 

Although the laws dealing with domestic 
animals have often been discussed, some ob- 
servations may be in’ order here because, in some 
instances, they affect the translation. At the 
same time it is hoped that such a survey may be 
useful for comparison or contrast with the sys- 
tems of other regions. 

In §§ 57-69 of the First Series, three principles 
of arrangement are intermingled: the first is that 
of the main categories cattle, equides, and sheep, 
ete.; the second is that of the relative value of 
various kinds within each category; and the third 
principle is the distinction between theft and 


25. I prefer this interpretation to Goetze’s, l.c., who 
wrote ‘‘nephew,’’ making ‘“‘his’”’ refer to the husband. 

26. The reverse of k is not col. ii but col. iv; correct 
notes 7-9 accordingly. 
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those cases in which an animal is either found or First, there are the lists of animals given as 
has strayed to the flock of another person. One compensation for others. Those given for cattle 
may arrange these items as in the following chart: and horses are listed according to age groups (see 
TABLE I 
Value; Category Theft Compensation 
I Cattle |§ 57 GUD.MAH 15 animals 
Equides |§ 58 ANSE.KUR.RA.MAH 15 animals 
Sheep § 59 UDU.A.LUM 15 animals 
II Cattle |§ 63 GUD.APIN.LAL 10 animals 
Equides |§ 64 ANSE.KUR.RA turiyawaS "likewise" 
§ 65 MAS.GAL enant- , 
Sheep 7 
" DARA.MAS annanugha (!) 
" UDU.KUR.RA enant- 
III | Cattle |§ 67 GUD.AB 6 animals 
Equides |§ 68 ANSE.KUR.RA.SAL.AL.LAL | "likewise" 
28 
Sheep { § 69 a oa 6 animals 
" UDU.NITA 6 animals 
Finding and parkunu- 
I Cattle |§ 60 GUD.MAH 7 animals 
Equides |§ 61 ANSE.KUR.RA.MAY | 7 animals 
Sheep § 62 UDU.A.LUM 7 animals 
Straying 
II Cattle 66 GUD.APIN.LAL return 
Equides " ANSE.KUR.RA turiyawaS return 
(var. ANSE turiyawa8) 
— " MAS.GAL enant- return 
III | Cattle |§ 66 GUD.AB return 
Equides ANSE <KUR.RAY SAL.AL.LAL| return 
28 
" 
Sheep { UDU .GANAM return 
" UDU.NITA return 
This list of domestic animals is not the only below). Those given for an UDU.A.LUM 
one in the Laws. ($$ 59, 62) and other sheep (§ 69) are: 


UDU.GANAM® “ewe’’; 
UDU.NITA “ram”, i.e., the male here follows 
the female (see below); 


27. Text: ‘‘Compensation is like that for a 
MAS.GAL.” However, (a) no such compensation is 
mentioned either before or after, and (b) the first item 
here is itself a MAS.GAL, although a special kind. See 28. For this reading of “UDU.SIG.SAL” see already 
comments below. SL 493, 1, 3; 587, 135, 150. 
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UDU.AS.SAL.GAR, var. UDU.SAL.AS.GAR 
--(in A). 

According to the context the last-mentioned 
must designate a kind of sheep, although 
SAL.AS.GAR alone means unigu “young she- 
goat.’”® Fr.’s translation ‘‘Jungschaf” expresses 
this situation adequately; the term should be 
distinguished from SILA “lamb” of Table II 
and other sources. 

Second, the laws immediately following the 
above group (§§ 70-71) resume the aspects of 
theft and finding, in part repeating animals 
treated before, in part introducing new ones. In 
both laws*® the list is: 

GUD 

ANSE.KUR.RA 

ANSE.GIR.NUN.NA 

ANSE (§ 71 in A only, omitted in B; in § 70 B 

has instead GIR (ANSE), cf. Hr. and 

SL 444, 25). 
No ages or qualities are distinguished here. 
Since cattle and horses were dealt with before, 
these two sections almost look like an interpola- 
tion caused by the desire of adding the mule and 
the donkey. The clause “its owner recognizes 
it” in §70 is elsewhere not used with stolen 
animals, only with those that strayed (although 
it occurs in § 19a, referring to a kidnaped person) ; 
and the stipulations (return plus two-fold amends 
in case of theft; temporary use of a found animal 
provided that the proper authorities are in- 

29. Cf. Landsberger, AfO X 158 with n. 79. 

30. Also in §§ 75-76 and 148/37 (in the last-mentioned, 
the restoration [GUD-u|n, q, ii 2, is supported by these 
parallels). §§ 151/40-152/41 elaborates to: plow ox, 
cow (in t ii 6, above, p. 70), horse, mule, donkey. 

31. iugas, repeated in § 180/65 (copy j), belongs to 
both animals in § 178/63. The strange form cuga%sas in 
§ 186/72 (Fr., p. 112) refers to “two GUD;”’ consequently 
one might restore 7-%é-ga-as-8{a-as| also in § 178/63 in 
j ii 32 (the space allows for it, phot.), whereas q; 12 has 
-Sa-a|n| (ef. the phot., Neufeld fig. 76). The distribu- 
tion would then be ‘ugas’ when referring to one animal, 
iugassaS (var. -San) when referring to two. Is 
genitive of the possessive pronoun (and the var., old 
genitive in -an) added to the noun, ‘‘of its (for: their) 
year’’? 

32. Emendation, see n. 45 below. 

33. ‘110 Seqels’’ ins (Fr., n. 16a) must be mistake. 

34. wesiiauwas in s and in 02 iii 17 (add the latter to 
Fr.’s n. 18), omitted in j. 

35. In s, this whole entry is missing by mistake. 

36. Sawitistas in j ii 42 refers to both animals; in s it 
is omitted, again by mistake. 

36a. See discussion below, p. 78. 


formed) contradict those made earlier. How- 
ever, the fact that §§ 70-71 are already found in 
the old copy A shows that they were not added 
at a late date; they might rather reflect on the 
character of the original text of the Hittite Laws 
as a collection of heterogeneous material. 

Third, there are lists of animals contained in 
the Second Series, §§ 178/63 ff. They may be 
tabulated as shown on facing page. 

We shall first discuss the arrangement in 
$$ 57-69 of Series I (Table I), drawing on Table 
II for comparison. 

K. Riemschneider has recently® collected proof 
for the fact that GUD.MAH in Hittite means 
“bull” as many of us had always rendered it. 
From this it follows that the animals of the first 
value group are males that can be used for breed- 
ing. The definitions given in the text agree with 
this: only an animal that is two years old is 
considered a GUD.MAH or an ANSE.KUR.RA- 
MAH. Of the terms used to designate age (both 
in these definitions and elsewhere in the Laws), 
taiugas and tiugas (§§$ 57, 58) are clear from the 
parallel MU.1 and MU.2 (§§ 60, 61, 63, 67) and 
from the known meaning ‘“‘two” of the element 
ta-a-. One might ask whether these terms mean 
that the animals are in their first and second 
year of life, respectively, or that they have com- 
pleted one and two years. That the second 
alternative is correct (thus most translations in- 
cluding Fr.’s) follows from § 176/6la, which 
states that certain animals “‘procreate in (their) 
third year,” i.e., after completion of two. 

The word designating the lowest age group, 
Sawitist-, is less clear. I prefer Goetze’s transla- 
tion “weanling” to i'r.’s ‘‘saugend,’’ first, be- 
‘ause the animals in question suck less than : 
year; second, because with regard to the title of a 
ritual, adduced by Friedrich,* it is more likely 
that a special ritual was needed when a child 
was weaned than when it was nursed. Third, 
Table IIT’ shows that a GUD Sawitist- was twice 
as valuable as an AMAR, so it should be older 
than the latter.” 


37. MIO VI (1958) 376-8. 

38. JCS I 292, from KUB XXX 67, 4 f., a catalogue 
entry. 

39. In §§ 178/63 and 186/72; AMAR in § 185/71 is 
emendation, see n. 45 below. 

40. A “‘saugender Hengst”’ is an impossibility! For 
an idiomatic English rendering see §181 in ANET: 
‘a weaned colt.’’ German lacks the convenient dis- 
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ANSE.GIR.NUN.NA (1 mina =) 40 
ANSE .KUR.RA (weSiawa3)°* 14,var.15 
ANSE.KUR.RA.NITA iugad?° 10 
ANSE.KUR.RA.SAL.AL.LAL iuga’ 15 
ANSE.KUR.RA.NITA (Sawiti8t-)°© 4 
ANSE.KUR.RA.SAL.AL.LAL (Sawit.) 4 


TABLE II 
' Price of animal: Beqel| of hide: Seqel | of meat: sheep 
Cattle 
§ 178/63 § 185/71 §§ 185/71-186/72 
GUD.APIN.LAL 12 
GUD .MA 10|} GUD.GAL 1 |}GUD.GAL y2 
GUD.AB.GAL 7 
GUD.AB iugaS 5 
GUD ¥awiti8t- 4|GUD SawitiSt- ¥5 |cuD Sawitidt- 5 
pregnant GUD.AB 83 
AMAR 2, var.3|AMAR(!)°* }10(!)| AMAR 10 
Equides 
§ 178/63 
ANSE .KUR.RA.NITA 
ANSE .KUR.RA.SAL.AL-LAL| wis 
ANSE .NITA (s. below) 
ANSE .SAL.AL.LAL 
§§ 180/65-181/66 Seqel 
ANSE.KUR.RA turiawad 20°? (no hides or meat) 


Sheep and goats 


§ 179/64 Seqel| 185/71 Beqe1| § 186/72” 
UDU 1|KUS.UDU warpuiS 1| UDU 10 
KUS.UDU HARUPTI 710 
SILA | yo |kuS. SILA yoo] 
MAS 43 |kuS MAS /OZ V4 no meat 
.MAS/0z walli 
MAS .TUR?? ¥4 |KUS MAS. TUR mAS.TUR 


| 
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I must leave open the question as to whether 
MAH in GUD.MAH and ANSE.KUR.RA.MAH 
primarily refers to age (as the definitions given 
in §$57 and 58 would indicate) or whether it 
rather describes the full males as being “‘of first 
quality.”"" If K. Riemschneider’s  interpreta- 
tion of KBo V 7 rev. 37 (L.c., p. 377 f.) is correct, 
GUD.MAH includes male calves, so it does not 
primarily refer to age. As for horses, our 
ANSE. KUR.RA.MAH is an isolated expression. 
Table II, while using GUD.MAH for “bull,” 
has ANSE.KUR.RA.NITA for “stallion,” but 
extends the use of NITA to yearlings and wean- 
lings; these are male, to be sure, but according to 
§ 58 not MAH, so that in the case of the stallion 
MAU seems indeed to imply age. The decisive 
point is that while GUD.MAH is the normal ex- 
pression for “bull” in Bogazkéy,"? ANSE.KUR. 
RA.MAH is not common, rather looks like coined 
here on the analogy of GUD.MAH; MAU may 
have been felt to express both sex and maturity; 
contrast GAL in Table II (below, p. 75). 

For the third animal of the first group, 
UDU.A.LUM, one would expect the meaning 
“ram;’’ this translation is indeed given by Goetze 
(in ANET) and von Soden (AHW s.v. dlu(m) 
Il). However, Landsberger informed me _ that 
the last-mentioned entry is open to. criticism : 
the line quoted from Hh must be read differently 
after collation; a.l/um_ is equal to, and later 
replaced by, as 4.lum_ (ef. AHW s.v. aslu(m) 
I: asjs = SUK = LAGAB X A) with the two 
readings aslu and pasillu. Furthermore, 
UDU.A.LUM = aslu, as already pointed out 
AfO X 152, designates an animal of special race 
rather than a simple ram. In accordance with 
tinction between ‘‘colt’’ and “‘filly’’ for the male and 
female young, respectively, but can express the same 
thing by ‘“‘minnliches (bsw. weibliches) Fiillen,’’ to 
which then ‘‘saugend”’ (or rather, with Goetze, ‘“‘ent- 
wohnt’’) can be added. 

41. Landsberger informs me that he no longer main- 
tains the negative statement (AfO X 152 n. 58, quoted 
by K. Riemschneider |.c. 376) that MAH could not refer 
to age (Altersstufe), and that he now excludes the 
possibility that MAH refers to a better breed (ibid. in 
the text). 

42. This in contrast to Babylonia. Landsberger 
drew my attention to the fact that gumahu (CAD V 132) 
occurs almost exclusively in literary texts, the only 
occurrence in an economic text being in the Neo-Baby- 
lonian letter quoted there under b), 1’. 


43. Cf. MSL VIII/1 notes to Hh XIII 12 and 33. 


this are the facts that our text (1) omits here the 
definition by age which it gives for bull and 
stallion, and (2) knows of an UDU.NITA, “male 
UDU,” ie., “ram:” at the end of Table I (see 
below) and in the list of animals given as com- 
pensation (above). To be sure, UDU.A.LUM 
is male: this follows from the arrangement of the 
text [and is now confirmed by KBo X 45 iv 29 ff.]. 

Once the male sex of these three animals is 
accepted, I would propose that the term parkunu- 
“to cleanse” in §$§ 60-62 means “to castrate.” 
My reasons are these: 

(1) wemiyazi tan parkunuzi ‘finds and cleanses”’ 
is used only with regard to these three animals. 

(2) Whereas other animals that have strayed 
(§ 66) or are found ($71) are simply returned, a 
high compensation is stipulated for those 
“cleansed,” which indicates that their value has 
been impaired: since ‘‘the owner recognizes”’ these 
animals, it is unlikely that the finder is allowed 
to keep them and has to pay for that reason! 

(3) Landsberger discusses the evidence for 
castration of domestic animals in Babylonia in 
an excursus to MSL VIII/1. He has found that 
ellu was used as a euphemism for “‘castrated”’ 
(attested so far only in Neo-Bab.). Since Hitt. 
parkui- = Akkad. ellu, Hitt. parkunu- may be a 
loan from, or a euphemism parallel to, the 
Akkadian term. 

(4) Fr. himself pointed to the difficulties which 
removal of, an ‘‘Eigentumsmarke” would make. 
Again, why should a property mark be removed 
only from males? Castration, in contrast, would 
serve the double purpose of making the animal 
more manageable and at the same time changing 
its identity. 

To sum up, I propose to translate in $§ 60-62: 
“If someone finds a bull (stallion, high-breed 
ram) and castrates it, ...” 

The third value group lists mainly females: 
cow, mare, and ewe (the ‘‘she-ass” in § 66 instead 
of the ‘“‘mare”’ of § 68 is probably a scribal error; 
in A lost). It is strange that UDU.NITA 
“ram’’ is mentioned here together with females. 
The assumption that UDU.A.LUM was of spe- 
cial breed, is supported by the lower value here 
given for an ordinary male; it was equivalent 
only toaewe. It isalso strange that UDU.NITA 
comes after the ewe, but this we found already 
in the list of sheep given as compensation (§$§ 59, 
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62, 69, above, p. 73f.). That an UDU.NITA is a 
full male, a ram, is shown by § 176/61a, according 
to which it procreates in its third year. The 
term UDU.SIR, used for “ram” in other texts, 
does not occur in the Laws. 

This then leaves the second value group be- 
tween the uncastrated males and the females. 
The terms used are clear for the first two cate- 
gories: GUD.APIN.LAL “plow ox” and ANSE.- 
KUR.RA turiyawas “horse of harnessing,” i.e., 
chariot horse. From what has been said about 
the highest value group one might conclude that 
these animals were castrated (ox and gelding, 
Ochse and Wallach, respectively). But this is 
not necessary, and in the case of the ox it is even 
contradicted by § 176/6la, according to which a 
GUD.APIN.LAL hax, ‘‘procreates.”” The terms, 
therefore, refer to the special kind of usage or 
training rather than to castration. At least we 
‘cannot tell whether or not animals to be used on 
the plow and chariot were sometimes, or usually, 
castrated; the paragraph just quoted at least 
shows that plow oxen were not always. 

In the category of sheep ete., this second 
value group contains the most enigmatic names. 
lor the second animal, Landsberger has given 
up Forrer’s identification of the sign with SEGs.- 
BAR (Forrer No. 227) and now identifies it with 
DARA.MAS = ayalu “deer, stag.” For the 
adjectives modifying the three names of animals, 
enant- and annanuhha-, Vr. is right in stating 
that we do not know their meaning. Yet, if the 
plow ox and the chariot horse are entered here 
because of their special use or training, the idea 
advanced by others that these adjectives mean 
something like “tamed” or ‘trained’ gains in 
probability. 

Still there remain some problems. Whereas 
the law about theft (§ 65) lists the three animals 
just discussed (an enant he-goat or buck, an 
annanuhha stag or deer, and an enant mountain- 
sheep), only the first of these appears among 
animals that join another man’s fold (§ 66), 
The reason for this may be that the latter two, 
being originally wild animals occasionally domes- 
ticated, were not allowed to graze with the flocks 
and therefore not in danger of going astray. 


44. Details in his new edition of Hh XIV, to be pub- 
lished in MSL VIII/2; ef. von Soden, AHW s.v. 
ajjalu(m)1; for the reading with MAS (not BAR) L. 
refers to MSL VII p. 124, note to line 36. 


There is the other difficulty already pointed out 
in note 27 to the chart, namely that mahhan SA 
MAS.GAL Sarnikzil apellaQA TAM M A-pat (§ 65) 
makes no sense. Was a preceding law concerning 
the MAS.GAL mistakenly omitted (in four 
manuscripts!)? It is strange that in this part 
of the Laws goats are not mentioned elsewhere: 
neither among the males of the first, nor among 
the females of the third group, only here (§§ 65— 
66). This is in contrast to the lists of prices 
(Table Il). Maybe the easiest solution would be 
to consider the MAS.GAL after mahhan SA, 
which is attested only in B and F (KBo VI 3 iii 
50; 8 ii 5) a mistake for the name of an animal 
that 7s mentioned before, namely, GUD.APIN.- 
LAL. 

A comparison of the two tables (taken from 
the two different Series) reveals other differences 
of arrangement and terminology. Among cattle, 
the GUD.MAH is in Table IT less valuable than 
the GUD.APIN.LAL, in contrast to Table I. 
Does this mean that a difference was made 
between a bull old enough for breeding (Table I) 
and just any bull (Table II)? For a fullgrown 
cow we here find GUD.AB.GAL. The two- 
year-old animals are not listed in Table II, 
presumably because they were considered grown- 
up and thus covered by “GAL,” but the yearlings 
and weanlings are. That AMAR “calf” is 
listed in IT as different from the GUD Sawitist- 
has already been mentioned.*® The simplified 
listings for hides and meat, where all full-grown 
pieces of cattle are subsumed under GUD.GAL, 
are self-explanatory. Note the difference be- 
tween this GUD.GAL and GUD.MAH (above, 
p. 74). 

Kquides are listed in Table II quite differently 
from Table I. In § 178/63 the prices of stallion 
and mare, he-ass and she-ass are unfortunately 
expressed in an ambiguous way: to which of the 


45. The statement in § 185/71 that the price of ‘10 
KUS GUD” is “1 mina’ must contain two mistakes, 
since it contradicts the price of 1 Seqel for the hide of 1 
GUD.GAL. GUD must be mistake for AMAR, and 
MA.NA for GIN, the latter probably due to a scribe 
who read ‘“GUD” and wanted to raise the price. If the 
text is emended to “10 KUS AMAR” and “1 GIN”, the 
value relation is the same as that given for meat. 
Goetze made the same double emendation in Kleinasien 
(Ist ed. p. 113, 2d ed. p. 121): ‘1 Kalb: 49 Sekel,’’ but 
corrected only the first mistake in ANET, p. 
196, § 185(A): ‘‘of 10 calf-hides is 1 mina.” 
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animals (cattle) listed in the first part of the 
paragraph does QATAMMA refer? In addition, 
§ 180/65 gives in general much higher prices for 
various types of horses than the cattle prices, so 
it is very unlikely that QATAMMA is correct. 

Apart from the simple males and females (of 
horse and donkey) of § 178/63, and separated 
from them, the following types of equides are 
listed in §§ 180/65 f.: “Horse of harnessing” 
(chariot horse), followed first by the mule of 
twice its value,*® then by a horse that is called 
“of grazing” in two copies (while another leaves 
it unspecified), worth less than the chariot 
horse. This is probably a horse (still only) 
grazing, i.e., one that has not yet been broken 
in. There follow the yearlings and weanlings 
of both sexes as with cattle, but without a counter- 
part to AMAR for the youngest. © 

Of small animals, Table IT lists sheep and goats 
as against Table I (see above). The animals 
themselves are simply called UDU and MAS or 
UZ for the grown, SILA and MAS.TUR for the 
young, without further differentiation. Goat 
meat is not listed, only that of the kid, for good 
reasons! 

The question arises whether the ideogram used 
here for ‘‘goat’’ (preserved only in j and s) is 
MAS (thus Fr.) or UZ (thus Hr. and Goetze, 
JCS X 33 n. 13). The sign was listed by Forrer 
as second form under No. 179, MAS. In con- 
trast to it, the same copy j uses the normal MAS 
(first form of 179) in MAS.TUR in the same 
sections, and in MAS.GAL in § 176/6la. (From 
the old manuscripts there is only MAS.GAL in 
A, § 65, written with the normal, first form here 
as in the other copies of §§ 65-66.) Referring 
to the two signs as 179,1 and 179,2, respectively, 
we find a similar distinction in KUB XIII 3, 
which has 179,2 in col. ii 11 but writes KUS 

46. One Hittite mina = 40 Seqgels: Otten, AfO XVII 
128 f. 


MAS in iii 12 with 179,1; perhaps also in KBo 
IV 6, which has a form closer to 179,1 after 
UDU:SE in rev. 8, but 179,2 in line 10 after the 
females, GUD.AB.SE “fattened cow” and 
UDU.GANAM “ewe.” As far as the shape is 
concerned, the identification of both signs with 
MAS seems good, since there are Old Babylonian 
forms of MAS close to 179,2, and since it is hard 
to derive this form from any known shape of 
UZ. On the other hand, the distinction observed 
in j and the other passages cited is in favor of 
keeping the two signs separate, and so is the 
consideration that otherwise UZ would be al- 
together missing in the Bogazkéy writing. . 
The terms specifying the hides are difficult. It 
is hard to see how harub/ptu could mean 
“gerupft” in Akkadian. The Laws use KUS 
UDU HARUPTI in contrast to KUS UDU 
warhuis; the meaning of the latter word is fairly 
well established.” The best explanation seems 
that offered by Goetze,® namely that ‘the hide 
of a young sheep” was less valuable because 
there was no wool yet that had commercial 
value. Of the goat hides, the first is left un- 
specified, while the second is called walli, with a 
Hittite term for which the meaning ‘‘geschoren,”’ 
“with the hair removed” is deduced from the 
context here and also fits the description of a 
leather bag, naruqqu, IBoT I 31 obv. 25 (Goetze, 


l.c.). 
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47. Cf. the literature quoted in HW 245. 

48. JCS X (1956) 33 f. n. 13, as secon:! alternative, 
following Landsberger, AfO X 156. 

49. The notion that all terms in this paragraph refer 
to age groups (‘‘Altersstufen’’) (Landsberger, |.c.) has 
to be given up in view of Hitt. warhui-, and in all likeli- 
hood also of Hitt. walli- (see presently); it remains cor- 
rect only for HARUPTIT from harpu, ef. CAD VI 105. 


TEXTS AND FRAGMENTS 


The small texts published hereafter as Nos. 
36-41 are preserved in the University Museum 
in Philadelphia and were prepared for publica- 
tion in these columns by Mr. M. Civil. 

(36) N 3368 comes from the left column of an 
obverse; the reverse is destroyed. The text it 
contains belongs to the Sumerian King list and 
N 3368 joins CBS 14223, published as PBS XIII 
2; the autograph gives the two pieces together. 
Jacobsen, The Sumerian King List uses the 
siglum L2 for CBS 14223. 

(37) N 1610, likewise a fragment of the 
Sumerian King List, is identical with CBS 15365 
(see PBS IV/1 p. 81) which had been reported 
missing; Jacobsen had listed it as P6. Although 
the piece does not join any of the published 
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texts, it seems to be part of the same tablet as 
CBS 14220 (PBS XIII 1 = Jacobsen’s L1) to 
which Ni 9712 a-c (copy by 8. N. Kramer, Univ. 
Mus. Bull. XVII/2 p. 14) have been joined (see 
also I. R. Kraus, ZA 50, 1952 33 ff.). Our frag- 
ment is probably to be placed somewhere in the 
lower part of columns x and xi. 

(38) N 537 joins CBS 14226 (= PBS XIII 14), 
a copy of Sarkaligarri’s inscription preserved as 
BEI2. The tablet is repeated here in its present, 
more complete, form. — Note the irregular 
form of the sign KA x SU in 1. 6 and the mistake 
TI for NUMUN in I. 21. 

(39), (40) and (41) are fragments of adminis- 
trative documents from Nippur which present 
three new date formulae of the Akkad period. 
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